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 Today, low-income students and students of color are also more likely to attend schools 
with high teacher turnover (Boyd, Hamilton, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2005; Clotfelter et al., 2006; 
Ingersoll & Connor, 2009). This is known in the literature as the “teacher quality gap.” In this 
study, I seek to capitalize on a recent policy development – the reauthorization of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) known as the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) – to 
understand how state education agency officials frame the teacher quality gap. This study uses an 
approach called discourse analysis to unpack the discourses or narratives that state education 
officials put forth about the teacher quality gap in these documents. To guide my analysis of the 
discourses used by state education agency officials to discuss the teacher quality gap, I relied 
upon Rochefort and Cobb’s (1993) anatomy of problem description (Figure 1) as my conceptual 
and analytic framework. This framework summarizes and builds upon bodies of work from other 
scholars from the agenda setting and issue framing traditions (Baumgartner, 1989; Cobb & 
Elder, 1983; Elder & Cobb, 1984; Ellwood, 1989; Jones & Baumgartner, 1989; Lipsky & Smith, 
1989; Schneider & Ingram, 1990; Stone, 1988, 1989; Weiss, 1989) and provides a coherent 
framework for understanding and analyzing how policymakers define the problem, put forth a 
narrative about how the problem came to be, characterize the population of children most 
affected by these inequities, and describe the nature of the proposed solutions. The findings from 




highly complex and longstanding problem, but without serious consequences and without a clear 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Horace Mann, who is known by many as the father of the American public school 
movement, believed that “education, beyond all other divides of human origin, is a great 
equalizer of conditions of men – the balance wheel of the social machinery” (Mann, 1948, para. 
21). More than 150 years later, Secretary of Education Arne Duncan (2011) repeated these words 
to the graduates of Fayetteville State University in North Carolina: “In America, education is still 
the great equalizer.” Since the founding of public schools, many Americans have regarded 
education as a way to “level the playing field” – to give each citizen the opportunity to achieve 
the American Dream, regardless of their background (Cremin, 1980; Kaestle, 1983; Katz, 1987; 
Katznelson & Weir, 1985; Labaree, 1997).  
But there are many others who see schools as “social sorting machines” (Kerckhoff, 
1995) that reproduce or exacerbate social inequality (e.g., Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Darling-
Hammond, 2010; Domina, Penner, & Penner, 2017; MacLeod, 2018; Mehan, 1992). Research 
shows that one of the greatest inequities in educational opportunity is that, for almost every 
measure of teacher quality, including experience (Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, & Wheeler, 2006; 
Goldhaber, Lesley, & Theobald, 2014; Kalogrides & Loeb, 2013; Kalogrides, Loeb, & Beteille, 
2013; Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2002; Loeb & Reininger, 2004), certification and subject-
matter background (Clotfelter et al., 2006; Lanford et al., 2002; Kalogrides & Loeb, 2013), 
value-added scores (Goldhaber et al., 2014; Isenberg et al., 2013; Sass, Hannaway, Xu, Figlio, & 
Feng, 2012), and even observations of instructional practice (Stuhlman & Pianta, 2009) – 




teachers than their White and wealthier peers. Low-income students and students of color 
are also more likely to attend schools with high teacher turnover (Boyd, Hamilton, Loeb, & 
Wyckoff, 2005; Clotfelter et al., 2006; Ingersoll & Connor, 2009). Today, the strength of a 
student’s teacher is still largely determined by the color of that child’s skin or her zip code. This 
is known in the literature as the “teacher quality gap.” 
In this study, I seek to capitalize on a recent policy development – the reauthorization of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) known as the Every Student Succeeds Act 
(ESSA) – to understand how state education agency officials frame the teacher quality gap. 
Under the new federal law, each state had to submit to the U.S. Department of Education a plan 
covering a range of topics, including standards, assessments, systems of accountability, and, in a 
subsection of particular relevance to this dissertation, access to strong educators. As states 
drafted these plans, they framed the teacher quality gap, its causes, and its possible solutions. 
This study attempts to document these ideas and unpack the ways in which they reveal state 
education agency officials’ understanding of and orientations to the problem of the inequities in 
access to strong teaching. Specifically, I examine the equity plans help to answer:  
1) How do education agencies in each state define the problem of the teacher quality gap 
as well as the student populations most affected? 
2) How do state education agencies in each state frame the causes of the teacher quality 
gap?, and 
3) How do education agencies in each state frame possible solutions to address the gap? 
Historical Context 
 In 1983, Ronald Reagan’s Commission on Excellence in Education published A Nation at 




qualified teachers in subjects like mathematics, science, foreign languages, and special education 
(National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). There were many experts who 
disagreed with the report’s findings, arguing, that it overly generalized the American school 
experience (Albrecht, 1984); identified the wrong problems or prescribed simple solutions to 
complex problems (Gardner, 1984), and used data that was selective and misleading (Stedman, 
1994). Years later, Little & Bartlett (2010) also critiqued the report for failing to mention that 
stronger teachers might be differentially distributed in ways that systematically advantage some 
children and disadvantage others.  
Since the release of A Nation at Risk (1983), there has been growing recognition among 
policymakers, especially at the federal level, that a teacher quality gap exists. The 2002 
reauthorization of ESEA, called the “No Child Left Behind” (NCLB) Act, sought to improve 
students’ academic achievement by “increasing the number of highly qualified teachers in the 
classroom.” Under NCLB, each state had to ensure that all teachers of core academic subjects 
(English, reading or language arts, mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics and 
government, arts, history, and geography) would be “highly qualified” by the end of the 2005 - 
2006 school year (U.S. Department of Education, 2008). The law defined a “highly qualified” 
teacher as a teacher with full state certification (including certification obtained through 
alternative routes to certification) or who passed a state teacher licensing examination.  For an 
elementary teacher who was new to the profession to be considered “highly qualified,” for 
example, she had to hold at least a bachelor’s degree and have demonstrated subject knowledge 
and pedagogical skills in reading, writing, and mathematics on a “rigorous” state test. The law 
also required current elementary, middle, and secondary teachers to hold at least a bachelor’s 




However, NCLB emphasized local control by giving states substantial power over 
implementation.  States had flexibility in defining the teacher standards and designing the tests 
by which teachers demonstrated their competency.  The federal law also allowed each state to 
create their own way for current teachers to demonstrate their content knowledge. 
Many states initially struggled to comply with the “highly qualified” teacher 
requirements. Districts, especially those serving large numbers of students of color or low-
income students or those that were in rural areas, had difficulty recruiting and retaining enough 
“highly qualified” teachers. This was especially problematic for recruiting special education 
teachers, who often taught a combination of core academic subjects and needed multiple 
certifications. Districts also struggled to develop systems for tracking individual teacher’s degree 
attainment, certification, and subject-area competency for determining their “highly qualified” 
status (Gasiorowski, 2004; Sunderman & Kim, 2004; Thomas & Brady, 2007). In response to 
these concerns, the U.S. Department of Education amended the policy to give states more time 
and flexibility to meet the requirements, and by the 2006 – 2007 school year, ninety-four percent 
of core academic classes in the nation’s public schools were staffed by a “highly qualified” 
teacher (U.S. Department of Education, 2005).  
The law also set as a goal that “all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity 
to obtain a high-quality education” and required that states take steps to “ensure that 
“inexperienced, unqualified, or out-of-field teachers do not teach poor and minority students at 
disproportionately higher rates than their peers” (NCLB, 2002). In 2011-2012, when the 
Department of Education assessed the teacher quality gap using the NCLB definition of teacher 




academic classes in low-income elementary schools, compared to 97% in wealthier ones, for 
example (U.S. Department of Education, 2011).  
But these national averages masked two problems. The first was wide variation across 
states. In some states, the gap in access to “highly qualified” teachers was much greater. In 
Louisiana, for example, only 79 percent of classes in high-poverty secondary schools were 
taught by a “highly qualified” teacher, compared to 92 percent in more affluent schools (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2017). The other issue was that when the definition of teaching quality 
includes years of experience, education, and pedagogical knowledge, a picture of much greater 
educational inequity emerges.  Schools with large populations of minority students, low-income 
students, and academically struggling students are most likely to have the teachers with the 
weakest qualifications (Adamson & Darling-Hammond, 2012; Beteille & Loeb, 2009). In 
Illinois, for example, children who attend schools in the highest poverty quartile are nearly twice 
as likely to be assigned to a first year teacher as students in the wealthiest quartile. In Louisiana, 
more than 20% of students in schools with a large population of children of color are taught by 
teachers who are not “highly qualified,” compared to only 7% of students in schools with few 
children of color. In every state in the country, equities like these persist for students of color and 
students living in poverty (U.S. Department of Education, 2017).  
State Educator Equity Plans 
In a letter to Chief State School Officers issued on July 7, 2014, Secretary of Education 
Arne Duncan acknowledged that “family income and race still often predict how likely a child is 
to attend a school staffed by great educators” (Duncan, 2014). He called the teacher quality gap 
“unacceptable” and conceded that this is “not the first time that states, districts, and the federal 




excellent educators, but previous efforts have not fully addressed the challenge.” According to 
Secretary Duncan, “our continued collective failure to ensure that all students have access to 
great teachers and school leaders is squarely at odds with the commitment we all share to equal 
educational opportunity.”  
This strong language heralded a new federal policy, which the U.S. Department of 
Education called the Excellent Educators for All Initiative. As the central component of the 
Excellent Educators for All Initiative, the U.S. Department of Education asked that each state 
educational agency (SEA) submit to the Department a State Educator Equity Plan by June 2015. 
In accordance with the requirements of NCLB, these plans had to describe the steps that each 
state would take to ensure that “poor and minority children are not taught at higher rates than 
other children by inexperienced, unqualified, or out-of-field teachers.” The U.S. Department of 
Education approved these plans on a rolling basis, and by December 2015, all state plans had 
been approved.  
The Every Student Succeeds Act 
Just as the U.S. Department of Education approved the final batch of Educator Equity 
plans, Congress passed the bipartisan Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), reauthorizing the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act and replacing NCLB. ESSA gave states much more 
control over their K-12 education systems than had the previous law. Under ESSA, states had to 
submit a new plan – called a consolidated state plan. The Department of Education under 
President Obama, released a template to delineate the topics that each state had to address in its 
consolidated plan (see Table 2). The template included a section for addressing inequities in 
access to strong teaching. The template required states to: define key terms, such as ineffective 




calculate and provide statewide rates at which low-income students and minority students 
enrolled in schools receiving funds under Title I, Part A are taught by ineffective, out-of-field, 
and inexperienced teachers compared to non-low-income and non-minority students enrolled in 
schools not receiving funds under Title I; provide a link to the place where the SEA will publish 
and annually update statewide data on access to strong teacher; describe the likely causes of the 
teacher quality gap; and provide strategies (with timelines, interim targets, and funding sources) 
for identifying gaps in access to strong teaching (see Table 2) (U.S. Department of Education, 
2017a). Because the Department of Education required that states address in their plans under 
ESSA similar topics as in their Educator Equity plans, state education leaders had an opportunity 
to revisit their understanding of the problem of the teacher quality gap and its root causes, as well 
as their strategies to address it. The federal government did not suggest specific solutions in their 
template.  
After the newly-elected Republican President Donald Trump named Betsy DeVos as 
Secretary of Education, the U.S. Department of Education issued a revised template for the 
consolidated state plans. The Department claimed that the new template, which asked fewer 
questions and allowed states to refer to education plans beyond what they submitted to the 
federal government, ensured “greater flexibility for state and local education leaders to do what 
they know is best for children, while also maintaining important protections for economically 
disadvantaged students, students with disabilities, and English learners” (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2017b). The change drew criticism, from the National Governor’s Association and 
American Federation of Teachers over concerns that the new template failed to prioritize 
stakeholder engagement, and from House and Senate Democrats who urged states to use the 




required that states describe how students of color and low-income students in Title I schools are 
not served at disproportionate rates by ineffective, out-of-field, or inexperienced teachers, and 
the measures the SEA will use to evaluate and publicly report the progress of the SEA toward 
addressing the teacher quality gap. States were no longer required to provide proof that they will 
publish data on access to strong teaching or, most significantly, to provide strategies for 
addressing the gap. Sixteen states used the original template and 35 used the revised (see 
Appendix E).  
States were required to submit their consolidated plans in March or September of 2017. 
States could choose by which deadline to submit. In developing its plan, each state education 
agency was required to engage “in timely and meaningful consultation with stakeholders,” 
members of the State legislature; members of the State board of education; local education 
agencies (including in rural areas); representatives of Indian tribes located in the state; teachers, 
principals, other school leaders, paraprofessionals, specialized instructional support personnel, 
and organizations representing these individuals; charter school leaders; parents and families; 
community-based organizations; civil rights organizations, including those representing students 
with disabilities, English learners; and other historically underserved students; institutions of 
higher education; employers, representatives of private school students; early childhood 
educators and leaders; and the public. The state education agency also had to document how they 
consulted with the Governor and whether the Governor signed the consolidated state plan (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2017a). 
Following each submission deadline, the Department then conducted a peer review of 
states’ plans. The peer review was conducted by an individual who currently works or formerly 




consultants, and parent advocates. The Department sent the notes from the peer review, along 
with an interim feedback letter, to states. The interim feedback letter included a table with items 
from each section of the template that required additional information or revision for approval. 
States amended their plans based on the feedback, and then resubmitted the plans for approval.  
The Secretary of Education then sent a letter to the state chief signaling the Department’s 
approval, or lack thereof, of the state’s plan. The Department required all states to make at least 
some revisions, and Michigan was asked to submit a second draft after the Department 
determined that the revisions were still insufficient. By September 2018, the Department of 
Education had approved all states’ plans (see Table 3) (U.S. Department of Education, 2018).  
Gaps in the Literature 
 Few peer-reviewed studies have taken advantage of documents like the consolidated state 
plans to understand how state education agency officials understand the teacher quality gap, its 
causes, and possible solutions. There have been several case studies (e.g., Boyd et al., 2008; 
Cohen-Vogel, Feng, & Osborne-Lampkin, 2013; Chenoweth, 2007; Clotfelter, Glennie, Ladd, & 
Vigdor, 2008;  Jacob, 2007; Fowler, 2003; Koski & Horng, 2007), which provide valuable 
information about the effectiveness of specific policy initiatives aimed at strengthening teacher 
quality in individual states but leave significant gaps in our understanding of the commonalities 
and cleavages in how states respond to the challenge of ensuring that all students, regardless of 
background, have a strong teacher. This may be because the variability of state politics and 
policies make it “difficult to compare an individual state’s approach … with that of other states” 
(Marshall & Gerstl-Pepin, 2005, p. 162).  
The studies that have examined teacher policies systematically tend to focus broadly on 




ensuring that inexperienced, unqualified, or ineffective teachers do not teach poor and minority 
students at higher rates. For example, Rice, Roellke, Sparks, and Kolbe (2009) created a three-
dimensional typology to organize and analyze the array of teacher policies across education 
systems. Although they address the inequitable distribution of teachers, it is included as just one 
of four “dimensions” of the teacher staffing problem. Additionally, the authors tested their 
typology with only three states, acknowledging that their purposively selected sites were not 
nationally representative. Kolbe and Strunk’s (2012) typology organizes and differentiates 
among economic incentive policies designed to address the challenge of staffing classrooms with 
qualified teachers. Again, distributional inequity is not the focus of Kolbe and Strunk’s work, 
and the authors tested their typology with descriptive case studies in four districts in only two 
states. More recently, several studies and reports have examined and critiqued the specific policy 
proposals to address the teacher quality gap in rural areas (Gagnon & Mattingly, 2015) and at the 
state-level (e.g., Metz & Socol, 2017; NCTQ, 2017; Ross, 2019). Fuller, Hollingworth, & 
Pendola (2017) conducted a document analysis of the educator equity plans submitted by states 
in 2015 to the U.S. Department of Education to examine the degree to which these plans identify 
school leadership as a mechanism that affects the teacher quality gap. But these studies do not 
systematically interrogate the discourse used by state education officials to frame the problem, 
the people affected by it, and the possible solutions. 
The consolidated plans required by all states under ESSA provide a unique opportunity to 
do just that.  The somewhat standardized template for these plans and the fact that all 50 states 
(and the District of Columbia) were required by law to submit one to the Department of 
Education allow for a systematic cross-state comparison of the ways in which state education 





Using the plans submitted by states to the Department of Education, this study aims to 
examine how state education officials frame the teacher quality gap. Specifically, this study 
seeks to answer: 
1) How do education agencies in each state define the problem of the teacher quality gap 
as well as the student populations most affected? 
2) How do education agencies in each state frame the causes of the teacher quality gap?, 
and 
3) How do education agencies in each state frame possible solutions to address the gap? 
Significance 
According to the issue framing theoretical tradition, “particular policies come into 
existence because people have beliefs about what they take to be the right course of action and 
struggle to influence and shape decisions in light of them” (Fischer, 2003, p. 26). Specifically, 
the ways in which a problem is defined or framed, especially by those in power, is significant for 
its placement on the policy agenda (Kingdon, 1995). Because it influences which solutions are 
considered, who participates in the decision-making process, how policies are implemented, and 
the criteria by which policies are evaluated, problem definition is “more than the overture to the 
real action, it is often at the heart of the action itself” (Weiss, 1989, p. 97).  
Methodology and Conceptual Framework 
 To understand how state education agencies frame the problem of the teacher quality gap 
and how they propose to address it, this study uses discourse analysis (Gee, 2005) of the 
consolidated plans submitted to the U.S. Department of Education by each of the 50 SEAs and 




documents like these the policy positions and narratives of political actors (Cohen-Vogel & 
Hunt, 2007). To guide my analysis of the discourses used by state education agency officials to 
discuss the teacher quality gap, I relied upon Rochefort and Cobb’s (1993) anatomy of problem 
description as my conceptual and analytic framework. This framework summarizes and builds 
upon bodies of work from other scholars from the agenda setting and issue framing traditions 
(Baumgartner, 1989; Cobb & Elder, 1983; Elder & Cobb, 1984; Ellwood, 1989; Jones & 
Baumgartner, 1989; Lipsky & Smith, 1989; Schneider & Ingram, 1990; Stone, 1988, 1989; 
Weiss, 1989) and provides a coherent framework for understanding and analyzing how 
policymakers define the problem, put forth a narrative about how the problem came to be, 
characterize the population of children most affected by these inequities, and describe the nature 
of the proposed solutions. I engaged in a hybrid coding method (Miles & Huberman, 1994), 
using a priori codes based on Rochefort and Cobb’s framework (see Table 1). Throughout the 
data analysis process, I refined these codes to reflect new insights, themes, and relationships and 
allow additional codes and/or subcodes to emerge (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 
Dissertation Overview 
The first four chapters help to frame my study. I begin, in Chapter 2, by examining the 
previous literature on teacher quality and the teacher quality gap as well as the role of state 
governments in education policy making. In Chapter 3, I describe my conceptual framework. 
Chapter 4 details the data sources and methodology for this study. In Chapter 5, I present my 
findings, and I conclude, in Chapter 6, with a discussion of the findings, including policy 




CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
To understand how state education agency officials frame the teacher quality gap, it is 
essential to first understand how teacher quality has been defined in the literature and the 
research on the ways in which teacher quality matters for students. In this chapter, I review how 
teacher quality is defined and measured by researchers, policymakers, and practitioners. I also 
explore the existing literature on the teacher quality gap, including the conditions and 
mechanisms that contribute to the gap and the policies that have been proposed or attempted to 
address inequalities in access to strong teachers. The chapter concludes with an overview of the 
evolving roles of the federal and state governments in education policy making, to help situate 
the actions of state education officials in response to the teacher quality gap in a historical 
context. 
What Makes a Quality Teacher? 
Educational research, beginning with the “Coleman Report” (Coleman, 1966), 
demonstrates that the teacher in the classroom is the most important schooling factor influencing 
a child’s academic achievement. There is little question that teachers matter (Chetty, Friedman, 
& Rockoff, 2014; Gershenson, 2016; Hanushek & Rivkin, 2006; Konstantopoulos & Chung, 
2011). The question is, what makes a “good” teacher? To answer, researchers have examined 
many teacher attributes, focused on different educational outcomes, and used a variety of 
methodologies to understand which teachers make the biggest difference.  
Much of the research on this topic focuses on understanding the relationship between 




and certification status – and years of teaching experience, that are arguably more responsive to 
policy changes. As many states have adopted value-added modeling as a method to measure a 
teacher’s impact on students’ academic growth based on standardized test scores, studies have 
emerged to better understand the implications of this approach (e.g., Cohen-Vogel, 2011). 
Another method for determining teaching quality relies on evaluations or observations of 
teachers’ instructional practices, a research area which has flourished in recent years. The 
following section reviews what the research reveals about the relationship to student outcomes of 
each of these attributes of teacher quality.  
Teacher credentials. According to Goldhaber (2008), “education research has come to 
different conclusions based on different studies … and one can generally find educational 
research ‘evidence’ in support of a particular position on the relationship between teachers and 
students” (p. 148). Although the research is mixed, a few major findings emerge from the 
literature on teacher credentials.  
 Nearly all public school teachers in the U.S. have a bachelor’s degree, after No Child Left 
Behind made it a requirement for being deemed a “highly qualified” educator. More than half of 
public school teachers also have a master’s or higher degree (NCES, 2018). In many states, 
teachers with master’s or higher degrees earn a stipend or so-called “master’s bump,” despite the 
findings from research that suggest that teachers with master’s degrees do not necessarily 
produce more learning gains for their students (Buddin & Zamarro, 2009; Campbell & Lopez, 
2008; Croninger et al., 2007; Goldhaber & Brewer, 1997; Monk, 1994). 
There is, however, evidence that a teacher’s degree level may be important in certain 
contexts. Having a master’s degree in some subject areas, especially mathematics and science, 




Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000; Harris & Sass, 2011). Goldhaber and Brewer (1997) found that 
having an advanced degree is not just a proxy for general teacher ability, because having a 
master’s degree in mathematics or science does not affect student achievement in other subject 
areas, such as English or history. Instead, these studies suggest that teachers with master’s 
degrees in mathematics and science have more pedagogical knowledge in their respective 
content areas than their peers with only a bachelor’s.  
Research also shows that increased subject matter knowledge acquired from taking 
additional coursework increases a teacher’s effectiveness in the classroom. A few early studies 
provide some indication that the amount and type of coursework a teacher takes may increase 
student achievement (Perkes, 1967; Nelson & Wood, 1985; Ferguson & Womack, 1993), 
although causal conclusions cannot be drawn from these studies because of their small sample 
sizes and limitations in their analyses. Other well-controlled studies have found that a teacher’s 
content and pedagogical preparation is positively related to their students’ achievement in those 
subjects, especially in math and science (Croninger et al., 1997; Monk, 1994). 
One of the most widely contested attributes is teacher certification and licensure, in part 
because the research is mixed. While Croninger, Rice, Rathbun, & Nisho (2007) found, for 
example, no effect of the type of certification a teacher has on her impact on student 
achievement, there are other studies that suggest that teachers who have a standard certification 
have a greater impact on students’ academic achievement than teachers who are not certified in 
their subject area (e.g., Anderson, 2019; Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000) and that “licensure and 
certification affect student achievement in systematic ways and that the magnitudes are large 
enough to be policy relevant” (Clotfelter, Ladd, & Vigdor, 2010, p. 655). A study by Gary et al. 




(North Carolina) public universities were more effective than teachers who prepared at out-of-
state institutions and through alternative entry programs. More recent studies examine the impact 
of various structural features of programs on teacher effectiveness. Goodson et al. (2017) found 
that teachers who reported having preparation experiences that more frequently included 
strategies for creating a productive learning environment were more effective in the classroom 
than those who received fewer experiences, but that being taught strategies for promoting 
analytical thinking skills was not related to effectiveness. Goldhaber, Krieg, and Theobald 
(2017) demonstrate that teachers are more effective when the demographics of their current 
schools are similar to the demographics of the school in which they did their student teaching 
during their preparation. Other studies found less of a relationship between program features and 
effectiveness. For example, Preston (2017) found that few requirements of middle grades teacher 
preparation programs are correlated with student achievement.  
A recent paper by Hanushek, Piopiunik, and Widerhold (2019) also demonstrated that 
student achievement is positively associated with teachers’ cognitive skills (based on test scores 
in numeracy and literacy).  
Teacher experience. Experience can be considered a measure of teacher quality to that 
extent that “learning by doing” occurs and leads to more effective teaching practices (Rice, 
2003). Certainly, traditional teacher pay schedules that increase as a function of years of teaching 
reflect the philosophy that more experienced teachers are better teachers. Many studies support 
the idea that students assigned to more experienced educators make greater learning gains (e.g., 
Podolsky, Kini, & Darling-Hammond, 2019). Some research suggests that first and second year 
teachers are significantly less effective than their more experienced colleagues (Boyd, Lankford, 




positive relationship between teacher experience and student achievement levels off sometime 
around a teacher’s fifth or sixth year in the classroom (Boyd et al., 2007; Rockoff, 2003), 
although several studies (e.g., Henry, Bastian, & Fortner, 2011; Adnot, Dee, Katz, Wyckoff, 
2017) suggest that this is in, in part, a function of the attrition of less effective teachers. Other 
recent studies (e.g., Harris & Sass, 2011; Ladd and Sorenson, 2017; Papay & Kraft, 2015; 
Wiswall, 2013) found large positive effects of teacher experience on student achievement that 
extend beyond the first few years of teaching. Teacher experience may have a stronger positive 
effect in mathematics than in reading (Clotfelter et al., 2007) and at the elementary and middle 
school levels than at the high school level (Buddin & Zamarro, 2009; Harris & Sass, 2011).  
Value-added estimates. The teacher credentials described above have been described as 
proxies for teaching quality. A teacher’s degree attainment, content knowledge, and years of 
experience may be related to her effectiveness as an educator, but they are not themselves 
measures of how much an educator is able to teach her students. In the last decade, many states 
have also begun to use value-added models, to estimate teachers’ contributions to students’ 
achievement growth over time. 
There are differing perspectives on the validity of value-added estimates (e.g., Amrein-
Beardsley & Holloway, 2017; Bacher-Hicks, Chin, Kane, & Staiger, 2019; Chetty, Friedman, 
and Rockoff, 2014; Darling-Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley, Haertel, & Rothstein, 2012; Everson, 
2017; Goldhaber and Chaplin, 2015; Kane, McCaffrey, Miller, and Staiger, 2013; and Rothstein, 
2010), and “there is not currently a consensus, or anything close to one, in the research 
community on the use of value-added measures for evaluation and decision making” (Goldhaber, 
2015, p. 87). Despite the questions about the appropriateness of using value-added as a measure 




federal government’s requirement that states adopted “reformed” teacher evaluation system in 
exchange for federal funding. In these systems, those with the highest value-added scores are 
considered to be the strongest teachers. By 2016, however, value-added models began “losing 
traction among states” (Close, Amrein-Beardsley, & Collins, 2019, p. 23), likely a result of 
lawsuits and other protestations in states over the use of students’ test scores in the 
“consequential decisions about teacher quality and compensation” (p. 22) and the fact that 
“ESSA retracted the federal government’s previous control over teacher evaluation systems, 
permitting once again more local control” (p. 22).  
Instructional quality. In place of or in addition to value-added measures, many districts 
and states use measures of professional practice, such as observations of classroom teaching 
(NCTQ, 2017). Some research suggests that teacher practice, as measured by formal classroom 
observation protocols, is associated with – or even predicts – student achievement (Allen et al., 
2013; Bacher-Hicks, Chin, Kane, & Staiger, 2019; Dudek, Reddy, & Lekwa, 2018; Gallagher, 
2004; Kane, Taylor, Tyler, & Wooten, 2011; Kimball, White, Milanowski, & Borman, 2004; 
Garrett & Steinberg, 2015; Lekwa, Reddy, Dudek, & Hua, 2019; Milanowski, 2004; Reddy, 
Dudek, Kettler, Lekwa, Arnold-Berkovits, & Crouse, 2019). However, other studies suggest a 
weaker relationship between observation-based measures of teacher performance and student 
achievement (e.g, Chin & Goldhaber, 2015). There is evidence that principals may artificially 
inflate or deflate observational estimates when used along with value-added scores to exaggerate 
the validity of these measures (Amrein-Beardsley, 2019) and that the relationship between 
classroom observation scores and student achievement differs depending on the test used 





Who has Access to Quality Teachers? 
Decades of research suggests that, for nearly every measure of teaching quality, students 
of color and children from low-income families have less access to the strongest educators. This 
is known in the academic literature as the “teacher quality gap.”  
The gap in teacher credentials. Overwhelmingly, research finds that children living in 
poverty and children of color are assigned to less credentialed teachers than their more 
advantaged peers. Therefore, “students whose educational success most depends upon their 
school experiences typically are taught by the least-qualified teachers” (Boyd, Lankford, & 
Wyckoff, 2007, p. 535). Knight, Olofson, and Yang (2018), for example, found that teachers in 
Texas are unevenly distributed across schools for a wide range of qualifications and that children 
of color and children living in poverty are much more likely to attend schools with teachers who 
lack certification in the subjects they teach and have lower scores on their knowledge 
certification exam. Similar patterns have been found in studies of teachers in North Carolina 
(Clotfelter et al., 2006; Goldhaber, Quince, & Theobald, 2018) and Washington State 
(Goldhaber, Lavery, & Theobald, 2017; Goldhaber, Quince, & Theobald, 2018). 
The gap in teacher experience. Teacher experience reveals similar patterns. In 2015-16, 
about one in ten public school teachers had less than three years of experience (NCES, 2018). Of 
course, no educational system can avoid assigning students to teachers with little or no prior 
teaching experience. As teachers retire or exit the system, new teachers are hired to fill the 
vacancies. The issue is both that there are many new teachers and that that novice teachers are 
disproportionately assigned to students of color and students from low-income families. 
In their seminal study of the distribution of novice teachers across districts in North 




students of color have, on average, higher proportions of novice teachers, even after controlling 
for other characteristics of the district. Years later, Goldhaber, Quince, & Theobald (2018) found 
that gaps in teacher quality persist in North Carolina. Gagnon and Mattingly’s (2015) analysis 
revealed a similar phenomenon nationwide – districts across the United States with high poverty 
levels, greater proportions of people of color, and located in rural areas tend to have higher 
percentages of beginning teachers. These patterns also exist across schools in the same district. 
Students who attend schools serving large percentages of students of color and students from 
low-income families are much more likely to be assigned novice teachers than students attending 
Whiter or more affluent schools in the same district (Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, & Wheeler, 2006; 
Goldhaber, Lesley, & Theobald, 2014; Goldhaber, Quince, & Theobald, 2018; Knight, Olofson, 
& Yang, 2018; Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2002; Loeb & Reininger, 2004). 
Studies that focus on the distribution of teacher experience within and across districts 
may overlook potentially large disparities that arise due to teacher sorting within schools. For 
this reason, recent studies have examined the distribution of teacher experience across 
classrooms in the same building (e.g., Knight, Olofson, & Yang, 2018). These studies find that 
classrooms with the most students of color and low-income students are much more likely to be 
assigned novice teachers than other classrooms in the same school. This gap is larger across 
middle and high school classrooms, but there are significant differences even at the elementary 
level (Kalogrides & Loeb, 2013; Kalogrides, Loeb, & Beteille, 2013). Children of color are also 
more likely to be assigned to a teacher who is new to their grade or subject, even if they are not 
new to the school or profession (Atteberry, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2017). 
These disparities in access to experienced teachers are closely related to another 




teachers exit the teaching profession for reasons other than retirement. Consistent with decades 
of research (e.g., Boyd, Hamilton, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2005; Clotfelter et al. 2006; Ingersoll & 
Connor, 2009; Ingersoll & Smith, 2003), Feng and Sass (2017) found that teachers tend to leave 
schools with more students of color and more students from low-income families. As teachers 
leave these schools, the new hires are invariably novice teachers. High turnover creates 
instability, making it difficult for schools to create coherent instruction and to implement new 
reforms (Beteille & Loeb, 2009). Additionally, recruiting, preparing, and supporting teachers 
who leave the classroom is costly for schools and districts, which are already strapped for 
resources (Brill & McCartney, 2008).  
 The gap in student learning. When researchers look at states and districts where value-
added measures of effectiveness are used, they generally find similar inequities in terms of 
access to strong teachers. Several studies showed that, on average, teachers in high-poverty 
schools have lower value-added scores than teachers in more affluent schools (Goldhaber, 
Theobald, & Fumia, 2018; Goldhaber, 2014; Goldhaber, Quince, & Theobald, 2016; Goldhaber, 
Quince, & Theobald, 2018; Isenberg et al., 2013; Knight, Olofson, & Yang, 2018; Sass, 
Hannaway, Xu, Figlio, & Feng, 2012; Steele, Pepper, Springer, & Lockwood, 2015). This gap 
may be driven by differences in the lower end of the tail. That is, the most effective teachers in 
high-poverty schools have been shown to be on par with the most effective teachers in the lower-
poverty schools, while the least effective teachers in high-poverty schools are much less effective 
that the least effective teachers in lower-poverty schools (Goldhaber, 2014; Sass et al., 2012). 
Because disparities are significantly larger between schools than within schools, it appears that 




teachers rather than being assigned to classrooms with less effective teachers (Isenberg et al., 
2013).  
In recent years, there have been a number of studies that have contradicted the consensus 
in the literature by characterizing the distribution of teaching quality within and across schools as 
fairly equitable (e.g., Isenberg, Max, Gleason, Johnson, Deutsch, and Hansen, 2016; Manfield, 
2015). There are several possible explanations for these disagreements in the literature. The first 
is the authors’ perspectives on what constitutes a gap. For example, Mansfield (2015) concluded 
that “teacher quality is fairly equitably distributed both within and across high schools” (p. 751), 
but when Goldhaber, Lavery, and Theobald (2015) found gaps in access to strong teaching of 
similar magnitude, they described the gaps as “striking” (p. 304). Goldhaber, Quince, and 
Theobald (2016) argue that the discrepancies in findings are the result of two potential issues. 
The first is the type of gap used in the analysis. According to Goldhaber et al. (2016), Isenberg et 
al. (2016) likely underestimated the inequities in access to strong teaching because they focused 
only on within-district gaps and missed “one of the primary sources of this inequities – the cross-
district sorting of students and teaching within a state” (p. 3). The second possible explanation is 
differences in decisions relates to the specifications of the value-added model, specifically 
estimating peer effects. According to Goldhaber et al. (2016), it is an “open question” (p. 3) 
whether the inclusion of peer effects in models like the one used by Isenberg et al. (2015) 
produce more accurate estimates of teacher quality, “so these different findings are subject to 
different interpretations” (p. 3).  
The gap in instructional quality. Although there is a wealth of early research on the use 
of portfolios for teacher assessment (e.g., Tucker, Stronge, Gareis, and Beers, 2003; Wolf, 1991; 




examination of the differences in access to effective teaching across sub-groups of students. In 
the last two decades, there has been a wealth of research conducted on the Classroom 
Assessment Scoring System (CLASS), an instrument which allows for systematic observation of 
instructional quality across classrooms. Studies using the CLASS have found large variations in 
the quality of instruction that students receive, and research corroborates studies that rely on 
other measures of teacher quality. For example, Pianta et al. (2002) found that positive teacher-
student relations were less frequent and instructional quality was lower in kindergarten 
classrooms with a higher concentration of students living in poverty. Pianta et al. (2005) also 
revealed that instructional quality tended to be lower in pre-kindergarten classrooms where more 
than 60% of children are from homes below the poverty level. Stuhlman and Pianta (2009) 
conducted observations in more than 800 first grade classrooms in 32 states. They found that 
African American students and students from low-income backgrounds were significantly less 
likely to be in “high quality” classrooms, defined as classrooms in which the teacher is 
responsive to students’ needs, supports student autonomy, displays positive affect, manages the 
classroom well so that learning can take place uninterrupted, and frequently engages students in 
conversations about their learning.  
Other researchers have found similar patterns within high schools. For example, 
Rutledge, Cohen-Vogel, Osborne-Lampkin, and Roberts (2015) found significant differences in 
instructional quality between tracks, both in higher and lower performing schools – Advanced 
Placement and honors courses had significantly higher overall instructional quality scores than 
did regular classes. Students of color and low-income students are less likely to have access to 





Explaining the Teacher Quality Gap 
 The research is clear. Children of color and children from low-income families have less 
access to strong teachers. But why does this disparity occur? The following section describes 
research on the root causes of the teacher quality gap and is organized according to four 
significant points in the teacher pipeline – initial preparation, recruitment, assignment, and 
retention.  
Initial preparation. Research suggests that the causes of the teacher quality gap begin 
with who enters the profession and how they are prepared. Despite Supreme Court cases, like 
Grutter v. Bollinger (2003), that promote diversity in higher education, most teacher candidates 
and current teachers are White, while a growing number of students are children of color (U.S 
Department of Education, 2018). While schools serving Black students, particularly in the South, 
were once staffed almost entirely by Black educators, desegregation-era firings made it so that 
this is no longer the case (C.K., 2019). Many scholars have suggested that teacher preparation 
programs have failed to recruit a sufficient number of people of color into the teaching 
profession. Scholars also argue that preparation programs have failed to prepare White teachers 
with the knowledge and experiences they need to successfully teach students who have cultural 
and linguistic backgrounds different from their own. Without the appropriate teaching strategies, 
cultural and global competencies, and realistic expectations for teaching in diverse or high-needs 
schools, these teachers are less able to respond to their students’ needs (Bloom & Peters, 2012; 
Cochran-Smith, Villegas, Abrams, Chavez-Moreno, Mills, & Stern, 2015; Groff and Peters, 
2012; McKinley, 2010; Tichnor-Wagner, Parkhouse, Glazier, & Cain, 2016). 
Specifically, there is evidence that the location of and school context in which student 




for low-income families. Where a prospective teacher completes her student teaching is 
predictive of where her first teaching position will be, and more qualified prospective teachers 
tend to student teach in more advantaged districts (Krieg, Theobald, & Goldhaber, 2016). 
Additionally, teachers are more effective when the student demographics of their school are 
similar to the student demographics of the school in which they completed their student teaching 
(Goldhaber, Krieg, & Theobald, 2017). Research also suggests that student teachers who were 
placed in schools with higher percentages of students of color had lower levels of teacher 
efficacy, suggesting that teacher preparation programs need to move beyond just placing 
candidates in diverse settings to “acknowledging and discussing personal bias and how biases 
influence teachers’ misconceptions and assumptions about teaching and student learning” 
(Bloom and Peters, 2012, p. 80).  
Recruitment. Research suggests that salary differentials contribute to inequities in access 
to strong teachers. Despite some increases in spending equity, significant differences remain in 
teacher salaries across states and, within states, across districts (Nittler, 2019). A large body of 
literature suggests that salaries impact the supply of teachers. Individuals are more likely to 
choose a teaching career when salaries are high, relative to the wages of other careers. Wages 
also influence a teacher’s decision to remain in the classroom (Rickman, Wang, & Winters, 
2016; Concoran, Schwab, & Evans, 2004; Hanushek & Rivkin, 2006). 
  Within a given state, there are real differences in teacher salaries across districts. This is 
true even within the same geographic region, where wages of alternative occupations and the 
infrastructure for training teachers are similar across school districts (Richman, Wang, & 




serve much larger populations of students of color and low-income students (Adamson & 
Darling-Hammond, 2012; Boyd et al., 2007; Garcia & Weiss, 2019).  
Assignment. The decisions made by school principals, the “primary gatekeepers” for 
who teaches in schools and to which classrooms they are assigned, are a significant factor in the 
teacher quality gap (Engel & Cannata, 2015; Grissom, 2011; Rutledge, Harris, Thompson, & 
Ingle, 2008). Evidence suggests that the teacher quality gap may reflect preferences and 
priorities of administrators. Principals use teacher quality data to make staffing decisions, but 
those decisions are conditioned on the accountability pressures they face (Cohen-Vogel, Little, & 
Fierro, 2017; Cohen-Vogel, 2011; Grissom, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2017). They may also be 
constrained by teacher, parent, and organizational preferences (Kalogrides, Loeb, & Beteille, 
2012; Osborne-Lampkin & Cohen-Vogel, 2014).  
Although principals exercise significant authority over the hiring and assignment of 
teachers, their influence has limits. Local school districts and the collective bargaining 
agreements (CBAs) that districts negotiate with teacher unions also govern teacher hiring and 
assignment. Many argue that seniority preferences in CBAs significantly contribute to the 
teacher quality gap. The conventional wisdom is that the collective bargaining rules give 
experienced teachers preference in filling vacancies within the district or in maintaining positions 
when schools are forced to lay off teachers, and teachers exercise this seniority preference to 
transfer out of schools serving low-income children and children of color (e.g., Ballou, 2000; 
Hess & Kelly, 2006; Hess & West, 2006). 
There are a number of studies that support this perception. In their study of five urban 
school districts, Levin, Mulhern, and Schunck (2005) found that schools are often forced to hire 




teachers were assigned to schools with “little regard for the appropriateness of the match, the 
quality of the teacher, or the overall impact on schools” (Levin et al., 2005, p. 7). Similarly, Moe 
(2005) found that the strongest seniority transfer rules double the negative effect minority 
composition has on the percentage of inexperienced and less qualified teachers in a school. 
Anzia and Moe (2014) found that seniority-based transfer rights burden high-need schools with 
higher proportions of inexperienced teachers, especially in large, urban districts. CBA 
requirements to post vacancies internally may prevent hard-to-staff schools from hiring the most 
effective teachers. Although highly qualified candidates may apply to hard-to-staff schools in 
high numbers, the internal posting requirement in CBAs may push hiring into late summer, when 
most the most desirable candidates have already found positions in other districts (Levin & 
Quinn, 2003). Even in districts where the CBAs do not specify the criteria for the approval of 
transfer, there may be de facto preferences for senior teachers (Cohen-Vogel, Feng, & Osborne-
Lampkin, 2013; Goldhaber, Lavery, Theobald, 2016). According to Cowen and Strunk (2015), 
“the evidence for union-related differences in student outcomes is mixed, but suggestive of 
insignificant or modestly negative union effects” (p. 208).  
Other studies come to a different conclusion. In their study of the distribution of teacher 
quality across districts in California, Koski and Horng (2007) found that transfer and seniority 
provisions in CBAs did not significantly contribute to the teacher quality gap. Administrators are 
not constrained by CBAs, because they negotiate for clauses that allow them to make hiring and 
assignment decisions regardless of seniority preferences, develop strong relationships with union 
leaders, and find creative ways to get around contracts to meet the needs of low-performing 
schools. Similarly, Cohen-Vogel et al. (2013) reported that although overall teacher experience 




distribution of teaching quality would be different if seniority preferences were eliminated. 
Koski & Horng (2014) demonstrate that Anzia and Moe’s (2014) findings about the negative 
effects of seniority-based transfer rights may be limited to certain districts, but that seniority 
preferences do not “consistently and systematically exacerbate the teacher quality gap within and 
among all school districts” (p. 112), and Goldhaber, Lavery, and Theobald (2016) find that more 
effective teachers are less likely to leave high-need schools in districts without seniority transfer 
provisions, suggesting that these provisions “could actually make the distribution of output-based 
measures of quality more equitable” (p. 848).  
Retention. Research suggests that teachers are more likely to leave low-income, 
minority, and urban schools, and the teachers who leave are likely to be more effective than 
those who stay (Lankford et al., 2002). Although Scafidi, Sjoquist, and Stinebrickner (2007) also 
found that new teachers are more likely to leave schools with low-income students, their 
analyses revealed that not all high-poverty schools experience teacher attrition equally. A recent 
study by Goldhaber, Lavery, and Theobald (2018) confirms these earlier findings that students in 
high-poverty schools are more likely to have teachers who are either new to the school or will 
leave the school at the end of the year. Teachers are also more likely to leave high-poverty 
schools serving large numbers of children of color. Boyd et al. (2005) found that White and 
Hispanic teachers are much more likely to leave a school as the proportion of white students 
decreases and the proportion of black students increases.  
But research suggests that the high teacher turnover in schools serving large 
concentrations of children of color and low-income children is not because of student 
demographics (Horng, 2009; Johnson, Kraft, & Papay, 2012). Many studies suggest that poor 




income students are partially to blame for the teacher quality gap. Schools serving mostly 
students of color and students from low-income families are much more likely to have 
inadequate textbooks and materials for students to use in class or take home. Teachers in high-
need schools also tend to have larger class sizes, inadequate time for preparation, fewer 
opportunities for high-quality professional development, weaker peer networks, and ineffective 
school leadership, which are all among the most common reasons that teachers leave schools 
(Beteille & Loeb, 2009; Boyd et al., 2007; Boyd et al., 2011; Ladd, 2009; Kraft, Marinell, & 
Shen-Wei Yee, 2016; Simon & Johnson, 2013). High-poverty schools with lower teacher 
attrition tend to have strong school leaders and opportunities for teachers to work together in 
professional communities (Allensworth, Ponisciak, & Mazzeo, 2009). Research suggests that 
when teachers are satisfied with the working conditions in their school, particularly school 
leadership, they are more satisfied and more likely to stay at their school, and that the effect is 
more pronounced in high-need schools (Kraft, Marinell, & Yee, 2011). A study by Gibbs (2019) 
also demonstrates the extent to which supportive leadership is critical in helping teachers set high 
academic expectations for all students and teach an inclusive curriculum.  
Lacking any associated fiscal reward for teaching in what is – or is perceived to be – a 
more challenging school environment, teachers will “act to maximize their overall basket of 
rewards” (Houck, 2010, p. 69) by searching for schools with better conditions in which to work. 
It will likely be the most effective teachers who will be able to successfully find new principals 
who agree to hire them (Scafidi et al., 2007). Boyd et al. (2007) also suggest that principals may 
steer ineffective teachers to low-performing schools, where there is less competition for available 




A note about segregation. One of the conditions that creates the teacher quality gap is 
the segregation of students by characteristics such as race and socioeconomic status. Within 
districts, segregation occurs because of a combination of neighborhood school attendance zones 
and the sorting of families by race, socioeconomic status, and preferences. Children of the same 
racial and socioeconomic status tend to live near each other and are zoned for the same 
neighborhood schools. There is evidence that as school systems have shifted away from 
purposeful racial integration, Black children are must more likely to be assigned to high-poverty 
and low-performing schools (Goldring, Cohen-Vogel, Smrekar, 2006; Siegel-Hawley, 2013) and 
that experienced teachers tend to move away from schools with concentrations of children of 
color and children living in poverty (Goldring & Cohen-Vogel, 2006; Houck, 2010; Jackson, 
2010). There is also evidence that school choice policies, which allow families to choose which 
school in a district to send their children, and district secessions, in which new school districts 
are established in predominantly White areas, also lead to segregation by race and class 
(Frankenberg, Kotok, Schafft, & Mann, 2017; Frankenberg & Lee, 2003; Kotok, Frankenberg, 
Schafft, Mann, & Fuller, 2015; Marcotte & Delane, 2019; Taylor, Frankenberg, & Siegel-
Hawley, 2019).  
Even when students from different backgrounds are assigned to the same school, there is 
no guarantee that they will share classrooms or have similar educational experiences (Kalogrides 
& Loeb, 2013). Clotfelter et al. (2005) found that almost two-thirds of the differential rates of 
Black and white students receiving an experienced teacher is due to within-school, rather than 
between-school, sorting. Segregation across classrooms occurs because of a combination of 
formal and informal school processes. Students are often segregated through their academic 




are greater between schools (Isenberg, 2013), tracking can exacerbate this challenge (Lankford et 
al., 2002).   
Policy Responses to the Teacher Quality Gap 
 Policy makers at the federal and state levels have implemented policies aimed at 
addressing inequities in access to strong teaching. This section describes policy responses to the 
teacher quality gap and, like the previous section, is organized according to points in the teacher 
pipeline - initial preparation, recruitment, assignment, and retention. Although this dissertation is 
focused on the ways that state officials attempt to address the teacher quality gap, the following 
section also describes district-level policies, since one of the roles state leaders could play in 
addressing the teacher quality gap is to support the sharing and scaling up of successful local 
initiatives (Metz & Socol, 2017). 
Initial preparation. Traditionally, teachers have entered the classroom after taking 
courses and participating in field experiences during their undergraduate education or their 
master’s program. One approach to reducing the teacher quality gap has been to increase the 
requirements to becoming a teacher. Advocates for this approach argue that raising standards for 
teaching and teacher education can alleviate the inequities that exist in public education. Many 
reforms aimed at increasing the quality of teachers have been proposed. These include 
eliminating emergency teaching licenses and alternative certification routes that fail to provide 
adequate preparation for teaching, especially in high-needs schools, and creating higher 
standards for entry into and exit from teacher education programs, so that teacher-training 
institutions “graduate only those prospective teachers in whom the care of children should be 
entrusted” (Hanushek, Rivkin, Rothstein, & Podgursky, 2004, p. 34). At the federal level, the 




a policy aimed at narrowing the teacher quality gap by increasing the overall quality of the 
nation’s public school teachers. The law sought to improve students’ academic achievement by 
increasing the number of highly qualified teachers in the classroom, and sought to “align teacher 
preparation and professional development activities with K-12 educational reform efforts” 
(Cohen-Vogel, 2005, p. 18). Attempts to more highly regulate teacher preparation continued, and 
in 2014 the Obama administration proposed controversial changes to Title II of the Higher 
Education Act that would have required teacher preparation programs to report on “outcome” 
criteria, such as value-added assessments of teachers (Cochran-Smith, M. et al, 2017).  
In contrast, advocates of the deregulation agenda seek to break this “monopoly” of 
colleges and universities with the creation of alternative certification programs. These programs 
typically allow teachers to bypass many of the requirements that are a part of traditional teacher 
preparation programs. Most states have some form of alternative certification (Boyd, Lankford, 
Loeb, Rockoff, & Wyckoff, 2008). Many argue that reducing the requirements to becoming a 
teacher will encourage talented individuals to go into teaching - “individuals who could allegedly 
help reduce the gap in educational quality in the public schools” (Zeichner, 2003, p. 504).  
But not all alternative pathways have the explicit goal of increasing the supply of teachers 
in hard-to-staff schools. In fact, Cohen-Vogel and Smith (2007) found that alternative 
certification programs “do not attract a disproportionate number of candidates to teach in 
difficult-to-staff schools” (p. 732). “Missionary” programs, which send intelligent and idealistic 
young people to teach for a few years in high-poverty schools, are a type of alternative 
certification program especially designed to address the gap in teacher quality (Zeichner, 2003). 
The most commonly studied among these is Teach for America (TFA), which is able to recruit 




and urban areas. Some districts with especially hard-to-staff schools relied heavily on alternative 
routes for their supply of teachers for many years (Boyd et al., 2008). The organization has 
grown nearly tenfold over the past 15 years, although challenges with staff culture and declining 
satisfaction among corps members has led the organization to slow its pace of growth in recent 
years (Mead, Chuong, & Goodson, 2015).  Frustrated by the small number of effective teachers 
willing to teach in high-poverty schools, many places have established their own alternative 
certification programs which now exist in every state (although these programs vary widely) 
(Woods, 2016). 
Although alternative pathways to teaching may increase the supply of teachers in high-
poverty schools, they can exacerbate the problems of high turnover. These routes typically have 
higher rates of attrition, creating a constant churn of inexperienced teachers in the nation’s 
neediest schools. Additionally, there is mixed evidence on the effectiveness of alternatively 
certified teachers compared to traditionally prepared teachers, due, in part, to the variation 
between and within programs (Adamson & Darling-Hammond, 2012). Some recent research 
suggests that TFA’s positive effects on student achievement increased over time, “underscoring 
the importance of understanding the continuing evolution of alternative teacher certification 
programs” (Penner, 2019). 
Another approach to addressing the gap in teacher quality has been to focus less on how 
teachers enter the profession and more on what they learn while they are preparing to enter it. 
Specifically, some teacher education programs have created experiences that encourage and 
prepare students to teach racially, culturally, and linguistically diverse students. These programs 
target individuals who have already made the decision to teach, with the hope that they will 




for schools of education to make equity, diversity, and social justice priorities in schools of 
education (Cochran-Smith, 1995; Grant & Gillette, 2006; Nieto, 2000). In practice, this may take 
the form of providing field experiences in urban schools or culturally diverse settings and 
integrating multicultural concerns and classroom strategies throughout the program, rather than 
isolated in a single course (Darling-Hammond, 2006). Programs like this exist in several 
universities, particularly Minority-Serving Institutions (MSIs) (Marchitello & Trinidad, 2019). 
Many states and districts have tried strategies not just to generate a larger number of 
quality teachers, but also to increase the diversity of teachers and the number of teachers who are 
prepared to teach students of color and students from low-income families. The goal of recruiting 
teachers of color and teachers who may have attended difficult-to-staff schools themselves is to 
recruit teachers who are “unlikely to face culture shocks when they go back to those schools to 
teach” (Beteille & Loeb, 2009, p. 607) and who may be more effective with similar-race students 
(Dee, 2004; Egalite, Kisida, & Winters, 2015; Holt & Gershenson, 2015; Gershenson, Hart, 
Hyman, Lindsay, Papageorge, 2018). One such policy is partnerships between K-12 school 
districts and local colleges, which provide scholarships and loan forgiveness to candidates who 
agree to teach in certain schools for a period of time. Other approaches include building 
pathways to teaching, including through teacher residencies and grow-your-own programs and 
ongoing mentoring and support; revising hiring and induction strategies; and improving school 
teaching conditions for educators of color (Carver-Thomas, 2018).  According to the Education 
Commission of the States (2019), eleven states have at least one financial incentive program in 
place to recruit teachers of color. At least seven states prioritize people of color for existing 
scholarship or loan forgiveness programs, and another five states provide incentives to teacher 




Recruitment and assignment. Teacher salaries have been prominent in debates about 
education for many years (Loeb, Miller, & Strunk, 2009), and continue to be a hot topic, 
including in the upcoming presidential election. Instead of across-the-board salary increases, an 
increasing number of states and school districts provide financial incentives targeted at 
increasing the quality of the teaching force in high-poverty or low-performing schools. One of 
the most commonly implemented policies has been differential compensation awarded to 
teachers for working in hard-to-staff schools. As of 2019, twenty-nine states required or 
encouraged additional pay for teachers in high-need schools (NCTQ, 2019).  
North Carolina, for example, enacted a policy to provide math, science, and special 
education teachers an annual bonus of up to $1,800 to teach in schools serving large numbers of 
poor or low-performing students. Teachers with more than 10 years of teaching experience were 
especially responsive to the bonus, suggesting that differentiated compensation policies may be 
an effective strategy for redistributing the most experienced teachers to high-need schools 
(Clotfelter, Glennie, Ladd, & Vigdor, 2008). Guilford County Schools, in North Carolina, 
combined a differentiation compensation system with a pay-for-performance system, by offering 
teachers large salary increases (up to $15,000) if they teach in high-needs schools and their 
students demonstrate growth on state exams (Berry, Daughtrey, & Wieder, 2009).  The district 
saw improvement in teacher retention and improvements in student achievement at high-need 
schools (Bayonas, 2010). Evidence from Florida’s Critical Teacher Shortage Program suggests 
that a one-time bonus for is particularly effective at retaining teachers (Feng & Sass, 2018). 
Some, however, argue that the salary increments are not usually substantial enough to 
induce teachers to move to poor and low-performing schools (Adamson & Darling-Hammond, 




offer of $6,000 for teaching in challenging schools did not generate much interest among 
teachers and in Palm Beach, Florida, which eliminated its $7,500 bonus for teaching in high-
needs schools when few teachers accepted the offer (Berry, 2009). Springer et al. (2010) found 
no effect of Nashville’s pay-for-performance model on student achievement. 
  Some states have also experimented with providing loan forgiveness for teaching in hard-
to-staff schools. As of October 2019, nineteen states had a financial incentive program – like 
loan forgiveness, loan repayment, loan cancellation, or tuition reimbursements – to recruit 
teachers to underserved schools. These initiatives have had mixed results (Podolsky & Kini, 
2016). For example, Steele, Murnane, and Willett (2009) found that California’s Assumption 
Program of Loans for Education was successful in attracting teachers to low-performing schools.  
Feng and Sass (2017) similarly found that Florida’s Critical Teacher Shortage Program, which 
provided loan forgiveness to early career teachers who taught in high-need subjects, was 
effective, reducing the attrition rates for middle and high school math and science teachers. 
However, the impact was not statistically significant when the funding provided was 
significantly reduced. A number of other studies have also found that when programs do not 
cover a significant portion of tuition or living costs, they are not effective. For example, Maranto 
and Shuls (2012) found that the Arkansas State Teacher Education Program, which provided 
only $3000 per year in loan forgiveness – was not sufficient to attract teachers to high-poverty 
rural areas – given much higher salaries in nearby districts.  
Even if targeted financial incentives are successful at inducing teachers to move to 
schools serving large concentrations of students of color and students from low-income families, 
they often do not target highly qualified or highly effective teachers. These policies may alleviate 




incentivizing the strongest educators to teach in high-needs schools is often referred to as a 
“strategic staffing initiative.” Rather than inducing individual teachers to move to hard-to-staff 
schools, strategic staffing initiatives redistribute instructional teams. The Louisiana Department 
of Education implemented a statewide staffing initiative to redistribute highly effective 
principals and teachers to low-performing schools. Specifically, the project attempted to disrupt 
the negative impact of inefficient hiring practices. The Staffing Initiative gave low-performing 
schools priority in hiring teachers and trained principals in effective hiring practices (Louisiana 
Department of Education, 2001). Similarly, Charlotte-Mecklenberg Schools, in North Carolina, 
implemented a strategic staffing initiative, which named principals with demonstrated success to 
lead schools experiencing deep and chronic levels of low student performance. Each principal 
could bring a team of educators, including an assistant principal, behavior management 
specialist, and up to five teachers. Selected school leaders and teachers committed to teaching for 
three years in the designated low-performing schools, in exchange for a substantial bonus 
(Pulliam, LaCaria, Schoeneberger, & Algozzine, 2014).  
Student assignment policies aimed at racial or socioeconomic integration, as an 
alternative to neighborhood-based student assignment, have also been proposed to improve 
access to strong teachers for students of color and students from low-income families (Houck, 
2010; Kahlenberg, 2001). Although access to teacher quality is an education issue, reforms that 
target education systems may not be “most easily manipulable lever” (Hanushek et al., 2004, p. 
30). Education researchers tend to ignore other social policies that could reduce the teacher 
quality gap. Specifically, housing policies, such as increasing access to affordable housing in 
urban areas and creating mixed-income housing communities, could have a significant impact on 




Retention. The challenge for schools serving large numbers of students of color and low- 
income students is not just attracting strong teachers, but retaining them. Despite the increased 
concern about teacher turnover in high-needs school, policy responses tend to emphasize 
recruitment rather than retention. In fact, many policies aimed at closing the teacher quality gap 
promote short-term teaching in hard-to-staff schools (Little & Bartlett, 2010). Teach for 
America, and many other alternative certification programs, have only a 2-year commitment to 
teach in poor urban or rural schools. Similarly, to receive loan forgiveness through Arkansas’ 
incentive program, teachers must teach in high-needs schools for two years. The “underlying 
premise of programs adopting this strategy is that young, highly educated individuals will 
stimulate achievement and motivation in low-performing schools, even if they remain only a 
short period” (Little & Bartlett, 2010, p. 310).  
  When support programs do exist, they tend to be programs for novice teachers. The goal 
of these programs is to reduce the high rates of attrition that occur among beginning teachers, 
especially those in schools serving children of color and low-income children. Induction 
programs, which typically involve meetings, informal classes for new teaching, and beginning 
teacher support groups, are among the most popular types of policies designed to promote 
retention. Twenty-nine states now require some type of support for new teachers, although barely 
half (15 states) provide that support to teachers in their first and second year (Goldrick, 2016). 
Districts may also have mentoring programs, which assign new teachers with more experienced 
colleagues (Beteille & Loeb, 2009).  
More recently, policymakers have begun to take into account the ways in which teachers 
and teaching “reside in complex organizations and systems and in community contexts that vary 




individual characteristics and career choices, while acknowledging the importance of context. 
The belief implicit in these policies is that it is insufficient to increase the proportion of effective 
teachers within schools serving low-income children and children of color, without also 
addressing the school environment. “It does little good to put highly qualified teachers in a weak 
school if they are unlikely to stay there, or if they are not able to put their skills to good use 
because of larger problems in that school environment” (Allensworth, 2012, p. 36). 
A study of a district-wide reform effort in Chattanooga, Tennessee illustrates an approach 
to closing the teacher quality gap that relies on improving working conditions. In 2000, the 
Tennessee Department of Education learned that 20 of the state’s lowest performing elementary 
schools were in one county – Chattanooga’s Hamilton County school district. The urban district, 
which served mostly poor children of color, faced high rates of attrition and employed mostly 
young and inexperienced teachers. When a differentiated compensation system failed to attract 
more experienced and effective teachers, the district instead put its resources into cultivating and 
capitalizing on teacher leadership and developing talent from within. A local foundation 
provided a Master’s degree in Urban Education to selected teachers. The district created a 
tailored leadership program for the schools’ principals and funded teacher-coach leadership 
roles. Professional development “converted from one-shot workshops to job-embedded 
activities” (Berry, 2009, p. 10). To create a more collaborative work environment, the schools 
provided opportunities for teachers to meet together several times per week to make shared 
plans. Due to this organizational approach, teacher turnover dropped, principals have many 
quality candidates for every teaching position, and the district made drastic improvements in 




Selective retention. In recent years, there has been a growing movement to get rid of 
collective bargaining agreements and contracts as a way to address inequitable assignment to 
strong teachers. The logic is that collective bargaining agreements between school districts and 
teachers unions often favor veteran teachers, because state laws and district policies to lay off 
teachers starting with the least senior, rather than the least effective, “protect ineffective teachers 
who disproportionately teach in predominantly poor Latino and African American 
neighborhoods” (Cohen-Vogel et al., 2013, p. 327). 
The plaintiffs in Vergara v. State of California (2014) alleged that the state’s tenure laws, 
dismissal statutes, and seniority preferences disadvantage schools that serve predominantly poor 
and minority populations because those schools have a disproportionate share of ineffective 
teachers. The Court determined that the state’s laws were in violation of California equal 
protection clause, because they prevented poor and minority students from having equal access 
to effective teachers. The ruling was then overturned and the California Supreme Court refused 
to hear the case. Despite this, the Vergara case instigated similar lawsuits in other states, such as 
Minnesota and New Jersey, although those have since been dismissed.  
A note about equitable funding. Scholars and civil rights advocates alike have proposed 
that one way to address inequities in access to strong teaching is to revise the comparability 
provision in Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act to require that school 
districts demonstrate comparable per-pupil expenditures, including actual teacher salaries, across 
individual schools. Under NCLB, the comparability provision required that districts demonstrate 
that they provide equal services, not equal expenditures, to all schools (GAO, 2011). In practice, 
this means that a low-income schools staffed mostly by novice teachers appears comparable to 




significantly more money to the affluent school to pay the higher salaries of their more 
experienced educators. Under ESSA, states have to report school-level expenditures (including 
teacher/staff salaries), potentially providing greater transparency about funding inequities across 
schools that may be at the root of inequities in access to strong teaching. 
Federal and State Relationship in Education Policymaking 
 To provide context for the Every Student Succeeds Act – and the related actions of state 
education officials, including their state equity plans – this section provides an overview of the 
relationship between the federal and state governments in education policymaking. 
In no policy area in the United States is governance “more complex that in elementary 
and secondary education, where multiple actors and institutions have some formal say over what 
happens in the nation’s classrooms” (McGuinn & Manna, 2013, p. 1). The United States has 
more than 100,000 public schools, overseen by over 14,000 school districts, fifty state 
governments, and the federal government (U.S. Department of Education, 2015), and nearly 
every decision about public education is shaped by at least these four levels of governance. 
Scholars use a number of metaphors to describe the highly fragmented nature of the American 
education system. Epstein (2006) refers to American schools as “a spider’s web that has grown 
increasingly tangled” (p. 1). Finn & Petrilli (2013) argue that “there are too many cooks in the 
kitchen, and nobody is really in charge” (p. 21). The organizational chart of American school 
governance becomes even more complex when we take into consideration the role of federal and 
state courts, federal and state agencies, community-based organizations, and education 





 The complexity of school governance is due in large part to federalism – the distribution 
of constitutional authority across the federal and state governments. “Nowhere is the impact of 
federalism more profound than in education” (Manna & McGuinn, 2013, p. 4). The constitution 
makes no mention of education. Because the Tenth Amendment states that “the powers not 
delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved 
to the States respectively, or to the people,” education has historically been the responsibility of 
state and local government.  
Role of states in education policymaking. All fifty state constitutions guarantee a right 
to some amount of public education and give the authority for providing that education to state 
governments. State education agencies, “once mostly innocuous and invisible,” (Murphy, 1980, 
p. 39) have grown dramatically in size and assume major responsibilities in administering many 
programs (McDermott, 2009). This growth originated with federal categorical programs and 
federal aid. For example, Title V of ESEA (1965) provided significant resources to state 
departments of education, “drawing policy initiative into the hands of state level actors” 
(Mitchell, Marshall, & Wirt, 1985, p. 7). In the 1980s and early 1990s, states also began to 
develop their own programs, such as bilingual education and competency testing (Mazzoni, 
1994; Murphy, 1980). The bulk of research about the role of state government in education 
policy making emerged during this time, when states came to “occupy a critical place in debate 
of education policy” (Lehne, 1983, p. 43).  
 It can be difficult to generalize about the state’s role in public education “because its 
scope varies greatly among states” (McDermott, 2013, p. 134). Various actors exert power and 
influence in state education policy making. In addition to governors, state legislatures, and state 




superintendent or chief state school officer (CSSO). In some states, the SEA has authority over 
curriculum adoption, instruction materials selection, teacher licensure, teacher evaluation 
procedures, and the takeover of underperforming schools. The SEA may also be a charter school 
authorizer and, as part of their other responsibilities, can determine district boundaries. In other 
states, these responsibilities are delegated to school districts or individual schools (Smith et al., 
2015). Governors, legislators, and state superintendents became especially influential in the mid-
1980s, as many states embraced the educational excellence movement in the wake of the 
publication of A Nation at Risk (Marshall, Mitchell, & Wirt, 1986; Mazzoni, 1994). States also 
vary in the extent to which their leaders are representative of their constituents (NASBE, 2017). 
State education leaders, like the state superintendent and members of the state board of 
education, may be elected. In other states, where boards are appointed, the governor or special 
interest groups “have greater opportunities to control decision-making” (Smith et al., 2015, p. 8).  
 In recent years, the pace of state policy making in education has not slowed. State 
governments were responsible for the implementation of the Common Core Standards for 
Mathematics and English Language Arts, as well as the waivers exempting states from 
requirements of the NCLB legislation (McLendon, Cohen-Vogel, & Wachen, 2015). Despite this 
growing role for state actors, “notably lacking in the research literature are efforts aimed toward 
building, elaborating, and testing theories of state policy making and policy change for 
education” (McLendon, Cohen-Vogel, Wachen, 2015, p. 87).  
Existing studies of state education policymaking tend to utilize contemporary public 
policy theories, although those studies are modest in number. The most widely tested framework 
for studying education policy change at the state level is policy innovation and diffusion (PID) 




system, for example, across the governments of the 50 states. A number of scholars have used 
the PID approach to examine state education policy making (e.g., Karch, 2010; Minstrom, 1997; 
Minstrom & Vergari, 1998; Wong & Langevin, 2006; Wong & Shen, 2002), including 
McLendon and colleagues (e.g., Doyle, McLendon, & Hearn, 2010; Hearn, McLendon, & Lacy, 
2013; Hearn, McLendon, & Mokher, 2008; McLendon, Deaton, & Hearn, 2007; McLendon et 
al., 2006; McLendon, Heller, & Young, 2005; Mokher & McLendon, 2009) and Cohen-Vogel 
and colleagues (e.g., Cohen-Vogel et al., 2008; Cohen-Vogel & Ingle, 2007; Cohen-Vogel et al., 
2007) in the field of higher education. Other scholars have utilized Kingdon’s multiple streams 
approach (e.g., McDermott, 2005; McLendon, 2003; Ness, 2010; Portz, 1996; Stout & Stevens, 
2000) and Baumgartner and Jones’ punctuated equilibrium theory (e.g., Lacireno-Paquet & 
Holyoke, 2007; Orr-Bement, 2002) to study stability and change in education policy at the state 
level. Additionally, Minstrom and Vergari (1996) evaluated the applicability of the advocacy 
coalition framework (ACF), which explains how learning and change occur in a policy 
subsystem over a long period of time, to their study of local property taxes as a source of school 
funding in Michigan. Still, “scholarly understanding of the forces shaping educational policy 
change in the American states remains woefully underdeveloped” (McLendon, Cohen-Vogel, 
Wachen, 2015, p. 87). Although the ways in which policies to address the teacher quality gap 
develop within or outside of and spread across states is outside the scope of this dissertation, 
understanding the ways that state education officials describe the problem of inequitable access 
to strong teaching, the causes, and possible solutions could serve as the foundation for future 
research on how those ideas are shared and how they drive policy change. 
Role of the federal government in education policymaking. The federal government 




approaches to understanding the role of the federal government, which can be organized into 
three main schools of thought (Cohen-Vogel & McLendon, 2009; McGuinn, 2006): the statis 
school, the dynamic school, and the synthetic school. First, the statis school, “stresses the 
intractability of the American political system” (Cohen-Vogel & McLendon, 2009, p. 736). 
Scholars who subscribe to this perspective argue that the existing political culture, powerful 
interest groups, and institutional arrangements tend to limit major policy reform. The American 
political culture and strong public support for limited government and local control can make 
efforts to create national programs difficult. Aspects of the U.S. constitutional system, such as 
federalism and separation of powers may protect existing policy arrangements. The American 
public tends to be inattentive to policy issues, allowing beneficiaries of a policy to maintain the 
status quo (Cohen-Vogel & McLendon, 2009; McGuinn, 2006). In Tinkering Toward Utopia: A 
Century of Public School Reform, Tyack and Cuban (1995) argue that we can see this 
intractability in public education, despite decades of rhetoric about school reform. “Over long 
periods of time schools have remained basically similar in their core operations, so much so that 
these regularities have imprinted themselves on students, educators, and the public as essential 
features of a ‘real school’” (p. 7). Political support, laws, institutional customs, and cultural 
beliefs work together to “hold the basic grammar of schooling in place” (p. 108). However, in 
light of significant initiatives like No Child Left Behind that have taken place since Tyack and 
Cuban’s publication, McGuinn (2006) argues that the stasis school of thought is no longer 
particularly useful in understanding federal education policy. 
Within the second school – the dynamic school – scholars suggest that the American 
system of government is relatively adaptable to change. This school of thought emphasizes the 




at the national level” (McGuinn, 2006, p. 11). Electoral competition and public pressure ensure 
that policies will be challenged and politicians will be encouraged to respond with their ideas for 
reform. Disasters, wars, economic crises, and scandals can “challenge the status quo and create 
conditions favorable to policy change” (McGuinn, 2006, p. 14). Scholars have applied the 
dynamic school of thought to studies of state and national education policy. For example, 
Minstrom (1997) found that the likelihood that a state house will consider school legislation is 
affected by whether it is an election year. Others have studied the ways in which the openness of 
the American educational system allows educational innovations to diffuse across states (e.g., 
McLendon et al, 2005; Cohen-Vogel, Ingle, Albee & Spence, 2008).  
Finally, the synthetic school of thought integrates aspects from both the stasis and 
dynamic schools to argue that the “national policy-making process is responsive to reform 
pressures at certain moments on certain issues and unresponsive to others” (Cohen-Vogel & 
McLendon, 2009, p. 736). The various approaches within the synthetic school of thought – the 
multiple streams approach (Kingdon, 1984, 1994, 1995), the punctuated equilibrium approach 
(Baumgartner & Jones, 1991, 1993; True, Jones, & Baumgartner, 1999), and the policy regimes 
approach (Skowronek, 1993) – suggest that “reform ideas interact with the broader political 
environment to either condition change or reinforce stasis” (Cohen-Vogel & McLendon, 2009, p. 
738). For example, Hearn (2007) finds support for the multiple streams approach in his analysis 
of federal aid for college students, and Sims and Miskel (2001, 2003) find support for the 
punctuated equilibrium framework in their study of children and adult literacy policies at the 
national level. McGuinn (2006) applied the policy regimes framework to accountability policies 
at the national level, arguing that NCLB can “best be understood through the use of a policy 




context and explains how reformers were able to overcome both institutional and political 
obstacles to policy change” (p. 4).  
Manna’s (2006) theory of “borrowing strength” has also greatly contributed to the 
literature on the relationship between the federal and state governments in education 
policymaking. According to Manna, “borrowing strength” occurs when “policy entrepreneurs are 
one level of government attempt to push their agendas by leveraging the justification and 
capabilities that other governments elsewhere in the federal system possess (p. 5).  
 Implications for equity. In general, policies related to combating poverty are more likely 
to come from the federal government than the states. This is true both because the federal 
government has a broader revenue base and it represents a constituency with diverse demands. 
This gives the federal government “both the fiscal capacity and the political justification to take a 
more active redistributive role” (Wong, 2015, p. 213). Especially since the 1960s, the federal 
government has taken this role with regards to public education. By 1965, President Lyndon 
Johnson’s administration recognized the federal government’s “then feeble ability to affect 
meaningful change in education” (Manna, 2006, p. 89). President Johnson was able to promote 
his education agenda by linking it to broader civil rights goals. “Promoting educational equity for 
poor and disadvantaged children, an idea that extended the logic of the U.S. Supreme Court’s 
1954 decision in Brown v. Board of Education, became the explicit mantra of the federal 
government primary education law” (Manna, 2006, p. 89). 
Shift in state and federal governments’ roles under ESSA. The Every Student 
Succeed Act reflects an “enormous devolution of power to states and a complete rebalancing of 
the federal role in education,” (Black, 2017, p. 1340) by limiting the ability of the federal 




powers of a federal agency that the Secretary of Education would usually have (e.g., statutory 
interpretation, waiver, and enforcement) (Black, 2017; Edgerton, 2019). These changes reflect a 
“rebuke to the now-unpopular policies pursued by both the Bush and Obama administrations” 
(Edgerton, 2019, p. 14), which led to a “political backlash against those reforms and federal 
involvement in education more generally and resulted in the ESEA reauthorization that rolls 
back the federal role in K-12 schooling important ways (McGuinn, 2016, p. 393). According to 
Egalite, Fusarelli, and Fusarelli (2017), ESSA “explicitly reverses the decades-long federal 
efforts to more tightly couple the U.S. education system” by “dramatically reducing the federal 
role in shaping education policy” and “returning significant power to the states to design 
education systems as they best see fit” (p. 757).  
McGuinn (2019) describes two divergent views on how states would respond to their new 
flexibility under ESSA:  
The optimistic view was that states would use their increase authority to enact innovative 
policies that would experiment with different approaches to school improvement that 
were better matched with local conditions and needs. The pessimistic view was that states 
would use their discretion to retreat from the pursuit of greater educational equity and 
struggle to muster the political will or administrative capacity necessary to address 
persistent racial and socio-economic achievement gaps (p. 8).  
According to Egalite, Fusarelli, and Fusarelli (2017), civil rights advocates, in particular, 
took the more pessimistic view, fearing that the “promise of decentralization offered in ESSA 
will lead to greater inequity in schooling” (Egalite, Fusarelli, & Fusarelli, 2017, p. 764). Without 
the ability to require improvement in student achievement (overall and among student groups, in 
particular) and demand equitable resources for low-income students, ESSA “boldly presumes 
that states will voluntarily improve educational opportunities for low-income students, despite 




Robinson (2018) suggests that this is especially true with regard to the teacher quality 
gap. Even “when the [Department of Education] possessed real power to hold states accountable 
for compliance under NCLB, it paid minimal attention to the requirement that disadvantaged and 
minority students should not be disproportionately taught by unqualified teachers” (p. 955). 
Without the ability to ensure enforcement of this provision, Robinson speculates that “ESSA will 
not have a significant impact on the equitable distribution of effective teachers” (p. 955). 
Discussion 
 Arguably, the strategies state policymakers have used to address the teacher quality gap 
in the past forecast the strategies that their ESSA state plans will contain, especially if those 
strategies have been found to be effective. In fact, in a response to an explicit requirement in 
ESSA that states’ plans include “evidence-based strategies” (U.S. Department of Education, 
2015), state plans often highlighted the literature on both measures of teacher quality and the 
effectiveness of policies to address the teacher quality gap to justify their proposed strategies. 
But the content of the ESSA plans is more than just a list of policy initiatives to address the 
teacher quality gap. The state education agency officials who drafted their ESSA plans frame – 
or put forth ideas about – teacher quality, the causes of the teacher quality gap, and the children 
of color and children from low-income families who are most affected. In that sense, the plans 
are good sources of information for understanding how state officials view the teacher quality 
gap today.  The following chapter describes the issue framing literature that served as the 
conceptual foundation for this dissertation and describes in detail a framework by Rochefort and 






CHAPTER 3: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
 Several non-profit organizations (e.g., The Education Trust, the National Council on 
Teacher Quality) have recently reviewed the policies that each state proposed to address 
inequitable access to inexperienced, out-of-field, or ineffective teachers. But the content in the 
subsection of the ESSA consolidated state plans on educator equity is more than just a list of 
policy initiatives to address the teacher quality gap. The state education agency officials who 
drafted the ESSA state plans frame – or put forth ideas about – teacher quality, the causes of the 
teacher quality gap, and the children of color and children from low-income families who are 
most affected. 
 Why does the ways in which the teacher quality gap is framed matter? To understand the 
role that issue framing can have in policy development and policy change, this chapter briefly 
reviews the issue framing literature and describes in detail a specific framework by Rochefort 
and Cobb (1993) for understanding various aspects of issue framing. The framework guided my 
analysis of the educator equity subsections of the ESSA state plans.   
Issue Framing 
Researchers who subscribe to the issue framing theoretical tradition take a social 
constructivist view of policy problems, arguing that “policy problems are not simply givens, nor 
are they matters of the facts of a situation, they are matters of interpretation and social 
definition” (Cobb & Elder, 1983, p. 172). Any policy issue can be defined in multiple ways and 
from a variety of perspectives (Chong & Druckman, 2007; Cobb & Ross, 1997; Rochefort & 




can influence policy solutions and outcomes (Baumgartner & Jones, 1991; Goetz, 2008). First, 
how a situation is framed can determine whether it comes to be seen as a problem that 
government could have a role in addressing. Baumgartner and Jones (2015) argue that “our 
attitudes and curiosity about the nature of a social problem are closely tied with our beliefs about 
the value of government responses to the public policy challenges faced” (p. 2). The framing can 
also impact how the government attempts to address the problem (Baumgartner & Jones, 2015). 
According to Stone (1989), “our understanding of real situations is always mediated by ideas; 
those ideas in turn are created, changed, and fought over in politics” (p. 282).  This process has 
“potentially profound consequences both in the sense of affecting the material realities of 
people’s lives and in the sense of influencing their interpretations of those realities” (Elder & 
Cobb, 1984, p. 115).  
Issue framing is first and foremost about problem definition, which is “widely regarded 
as the first stage of the policy cycle, a stage that lays fundamental groundwork for the ensuing 
struggle over the construction of useful policy alternatives” (Weiss, 1989, p. 97). Problem 
definition – the “package of ideas that includes, at least implicitly, an account of the causes and 
consequences of undesirable circumstances and a theory about how to improve them” (Weiss, 
1989, p. 97) – is the stage on which this study will focus. 
Although problem definitions sometimes remain constant, that is not always the case:  
Sometimes problem definitions persist from start to finish, from year to year, even from 
generation to generation. But other times analysts, advocates, and policy makers continue 
to argue over problem definition as problems are introduced, evidence considered, 
solutions debated, decisions made, programs implemented, and policies evaluated 




Supovitz and Reinkordt’s (2007) study of the Common Core standards is an example of 
the varied ways in which a single problem can be defined. The Common Core standards describe 
what students should know and be able to do in English language arts and mathematics at each 
grade level from Kindergarten to 12th grade. Since 2010, when 46 states and the District of 
Columbia adopted the standards, the Common Core has become increasingly controversial, in 
part because opponents of the standards were able to frame the Common Core as oppressive 
government intrusion, a means of brainwashing children, and a “front in the nation’s culture 
wars” (Supovitz & Reinkordt, 2017, p. 2). 
Stone’s (1989) seminal work provides a framework for understanding “causal stories” – 
the narrative story lines and symbolic devices used to explain how a problem came to be. 
Harrison and Cohen-Vogel (2012) applied this framework to understand how Florida lawmakers 
constructed competing stories about the causes of poor student achievement in an effort to 
portray proposed education reforms as either “solutions to the problem of underachievement” or 
“ill-conceived and poorly targeted answers” (Harrison & Cohen-Vogel, 2012, p. 517).  
 The social construction of the target population – the people or groups affected by a 
policy – also “shapes both the policy agenda and the actual design of policy” (Schneider & 
Ingram, 1993, p. 334). Embedded in policy are messages about “which citizens are deserving and 
which are not” (Schneider & Ingram, 1993, p. 334). For example, in the ongoing debate about 
government programs for people living in poverty, a distinction has been made between those 
deserving of government assistance – people with disabilities, pregnant woman, children, the 
elderly – and the undeserving “able-bodies” who “could work, but are not working (or working 
hard enough)” (Badger & Sanger-Katz, 2018, p. 3). When the beneficiaries of a policy are 




to the public (Schneider & Ingram, 1993). For example, Reich and Mendoza (2008) found that 
the passage of Kansas’ in-state tuition bill was possible in part because proponents were able to 
reframe the beneficiaries as students, rather than “illegal” immigrants. Issue framing – from 
defining the problem, to characterizing the target population, and developing causal stories – 
provides a useful way to highlight the power of words to advance certain particular objectives 
with certain policy solutions (Rochefort & Cobb, 1993).  
Anatomy of Problem Description: A Conceptual Framework 
To guide my analysis of the discourses used by state education agency officials to 
describe the teacher quality gap, I relied upon Rochefort and Cobb’s (1993) anatomy of problem 
description as my conceptual and analytic framework. There are various theoretical frameworks 
that have emerged to explain how issues are framed (e.g., Baumgartner, 1989; Cobb & Elder, 
1983; Elder & Cobb, 1984; Ellwood, 1989; Jones & Baumgartner, 1989; Lipsky & Smith, 1989; 
Schneider & Ingram, 1990; Stone, 1988, 1989; Weiss, 1989). Rochefort and Cobb’s (1993) 
summarizes and builds upon bodies of work of many scholars from the issue framing and agenda 
setting traditions to create a coherent, shared framework for understanding how policymakers 
define the problem, describe how the problem came to be, characterize the population of children 
most affected by these inequities, and describe the nature of the proposed solutions. The 
elements of Rochefort and Cobb’s (1993) framework include problem causation, the nature of 
the problem, characteristics of the target population, and the nature of the solution (see Appendix 
C). (Rochefort and Cobb’s framework also includes an element about the ends-means orientation 
of the problem definer, that is, how the means of a policy proposal justify the end goals. This is 




Problem causation. Rochefort and Cobb (1993) draw heavily on the work of Deborah 
Stone to describe the types of causal theories used in politics and policy making. Stone (1988; 
1989) argues that understanding causal stories is critical for understanding the formation of 
policy agendas. There is a distinction between intended causes, brought about by purposeful 
actions, and accidental causes, which are the result of nature or fate. Whether the culprits of the 
problem are defined as intentional or accidental can have real implications for whether and what 
kind of punishment is dealt out or who is held responsible. According to Stone (1989), 
constructing a problem as either accidental – “a story of unguided actions resulting in unintended 
outcomes” (p. 284) or as intentional – “where an action was willfully taken by human beings” (p. 
284) – can be politically efficacious. It’s the “middle ground,” where problems are constructed as 
inadvertent or the “harmful side effect of well-intentioned policy” that is less effective at 
motivating policy action. The cause of the problem can also be defined simply, as having only a 
few factors, which signifies that the “problem definer is ready for immediate action” (Rochefort 
& Cobb, 1993, p. 64). Alternatively, more complex causal narratives may be used to avoid 
responding to the problem promptly. Stone writes that “models of complex cause often function 
like accidental or natural cause” because without a clear actor “there can be no purpose and no 
responsibility” (p. 196).  
Nature of the problem. In addition to problem cause, Rochefort and Cobb (1993) 
delineate several dimensions by which the nature of a problem may be described: severity, 
incidence, novelty, and proximity. The authors assert that each of these descriptors has 
implications for the likelihood that the public will take action on the problem. The first of these 
descriptors, severity, refers to how serious a problem is and how severe its consequences might 




found that educational problems that the public perceived to be severe – especially ones that 
were associated with budget deficits or low test scores – were more likely to rise to the top of the 
Boston School Committee’s policy agenda. Another crucial description dimension is incidence, 
or the scope of people affected. A problem may be more likely to capture the attention of public 
officials and the media if it affects a large number of people or, alternatively, if it has a 
devastating impact on just a few people. But incidence is about who as much as it is about how 
many. Incidence patterns can be depicted as being about certain groups of people, based on class, 
race, or age. A problem may be described as novel, which may attract the attention of 
policymakers and media. But “issues that have not been seen before are difficult to conceptualize 
and they lack familiar solutions” (Rochefort and Cobb, 1993, p. 65). Finally, a problem can be 
described by its proximity. According to Rochefort and Cobb (1993), members of the audience 
“will become concerned and may express this politically” if the issue “hits close to home” (p. 65) 
Beyond these main characteristics, a problem can also be described as a crisis or emergency, 
which is used to “denote a situation where corrective action is long overdue and dire 
circumstances exist” (p. 66). According to Lipsky and Smith (1989), describing a problem as a 
crisis can create momentum for action, but it also tends to produce temporary solutions instead of 
more comprehensive, long-term reforms. 
Characteristics of the target population. Often, when a problem is defined, so are the 
groups or individuals affected by it. Rochefort and Cobb (1993) lay out what they refer to as 
“attitudinal axes” (p. 66) that structure the impressions created by descriptions of the population 
of people affected by the problem. The first axis is worthiness – is the group worthy or deserving 
of assistance in solving the problem they face? The authors point out that “underlying this 




sympathy – individuals who are seen as part of the “in-group” and who are likeable are more 
likely to receive public intervention to address their challenges (Cook, 1979). It is important to 
note that Rochefort and Cobb (1993) refer to this group as the “problem population.” Referring 
to the population as problematic reflects deficit thinking (Valencia, 2012). Instead, I followed 
Schneider and Ingram (1993) in referring to this group as the “target population,” which signals 
that the group is both the target of systemic inequities and should be the target of policy 
solutions. Although, it is worth noting that this is an imperfect phrase, as it does not 
acknowledge the voice and agency of the population.  
Nature of the solution. Rochefort and Cobb (1993) argue that the “definitional struggle 
in policymaking extends from aspects of the problem and those affected by and interested in it to 
include descriptive qualities of the solution” (p. 67). These descriptive qualities –  
availability, acceptability, and affordability – make up what is often referred to as “solution 
viability” (Kingdon, 1995). The most basic concern among those defining a solution is its 
availability – is there even way to solve the problem at hand? Issue definers may also frame a 
solution in terms of its acceptability. A solution that conforms to the dominant group’s norms of 
behavior is more likely to be readily accepted. Even if a solution is framed as available and 
acceptable, it must also be affordable. Do people perceive that there are sufficient resources to 
pay for the proposed solution? Portz’s (1996) study of Boston Public Schools highlights how 
leaders are unlikely to attempt to address problems when they are not seen as having available, 
affordable, or acceptable solutions. The Boston School Committee spent more time to addressing 
issues of governance because solutions, like firing and replacing an incompetent superintendent, 




CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 
 This study aims to examine how education officials in each state describe inequities in 
access to strong teaching, a problem known as the teacher quality gap, in their ESSA plans. 
Specifically, this study seeks to answer the following research questions: 
1) 1) How do education agencies in each state define the problem of the teacher quality 
gap as well as the student populations most affected? 
2) How do education agencies in each state frame the causes of the teacher quality gap?, 
and 
3) How do education agencies in each state frame possible solutions to address the gap? 
An analysis of the narratives that state education officials construct about the teacher 
quality gap could take many forms, including surveys of or interviews with the policy actors or 
with those who work closely with them. Another approach – and the one evoked herein – 
is to locate the understandings of and orientations to a policy problem within political texts and 
speeches (Laver & Garry, 2000; Laver, et al. 2003). According to Laver and colleagues (2003), 
these texts have “widely recognized potential to reveal important information about the policy 
positions of their authors” (p. 311). To extract the ways in which state education officials frame 
the teacher quality gap, this study analyzes a set of political texts submitted to the U.S. 
Department by each state education agency under the Every Student Succeeds Act. In particular, 
this study uses an approach called discourse analysis to unpack the discourses or narratives that 





Overview of Discourse Analysis 
The simplest definition of discourse analysis is “the study of language in use” (Brown & 
Yule, 1983; Fasold, 1990; Fairclough, 1992; Gee & Handford, 2012, p. 1). But “discourse 
analysis” describes a vast field, encompassing a myriad of perspectives, approaches, and 
disciplines. Traditionally, discourse analysis was used by linguists who studied the ways 
language is structured. But, by the late 20th century, social linguists began to turn their attention 
to the social, cultural, and political aspects of language. According to one of the most prominent 
social linguists, James Paul Gee (2014, 2005, 1999), there are “little d” discourses, which refer to 
specific instances of language in use, and “big D” Discourses, which refer to ways of thinking, 
acting, and being that create a social reality. Gee posited that “big D” Discourses can convey 
many parts of our social reality, including politics – our perspective on how social goods should 
be distributed. 
Over the last few decades, researchers have frequently used discourse analysis to unpack 
meaning in text and talk in the political sphere.  As political actors engage in the policy-making 
process, they develop discourses or narratives which do not merely reflect politics or public 
policy as they exist; rather, “discourses establish the terrain on which political struggle takes 
place” (Fischer, 2003, p. 91). And discourse “can, even in the face of entrenched social and 
material forces, open new paths to action” (p. 91). 
Discourse analysis is just one of many ways to analyze text and talk. Others include 
quantitative approaches like content analysis (Berelson, 1952; Krippendorff, 1980; Weber, 1990) 
and structural topic modeling (Roberts, Stewart, & Airoldi, 2013). Additionally, technologies 
like exploratory factor analysis and text coherence analysis allow for more efficient ways to 




the study of language, discourse analysis has been frequently drawn upon as a method that is 
both systematic and takes into consideration the context in which text is spoken or written. 
Discourse analysis and education. Because discourse analysis is relevant to so many 
social issues, it has been used in “a great many disciplines, including history, anthropology, 
psychiatry, sociology, political science, and education” (Gee & Handford, 2012, p. 5). Yet, 
discourse analysis is a relatively new approach in the field of education policy.  
In their introductory chapter to a recent special issue in Education Policy Analysis 
Archives devoted to discourse analysis, Lester, Lochmiller, and Gabriel (2017) present the notion 
of a new generation of education policy research, one that “takes up discourse analytic 
perspectives in varying ways and thereby moves the field to a closer understanding of the 
varying education discourses and everyday conversational practices that function to create and 
codify policy institutionally and within specific educational strategies” (p. 1).  During the last 
decade and a half, scholars have applied discourse analysis to a variety of educational policies, 
including federal reading initiatives (Patel, 2004), high-stakes testing (Wachen, 2018), language 
policies (de Jong, 2013; Jimenez-Silva, Bernstein, and Baca, 2016), pre-kindergarten (Wilinski, 
2017) and kindergarten (Little & Cohen-Vogel, 2016) policies, school integration (Mattheis, 
2016), the Common Core standards (Supovitz & Reinkordt, 2017), international policies for the 
education of girls (Monkman & Hoffman, 2013) and tuition policies for undocumented students 
(Gildersleeve, 2017). Scholars have also used discursive approaches to examine policy topics 
specifically related to teachers, including teacher qualifications, performance-based evaluations, 
performance pay, and tenure policies (e.g., Cohen-Vogel & Hunt, 2007; Harrison & Cohen-




the language that state education agency officials use to define the problem of the teacher quality 
gap, its causes, and possible solutions. This dissertation aims to fill that gap.  
Data Collection 
In 2015, Congress passed the bipartisan Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), 
reauthorizing the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and replacing NCLB. ESSA gave 
states much more control over their K-12 education systems, including their standards, 
assessments, and other accountability measures. Under ESSA, each state had to submit a plan – 
called a consolidated state plan (referred to hereinafter as ESSA plans, state plans, or plans) – in 
order to receive federal funding. The U.S. Department of Education required that the plan cover 
a range of topics, including standards, assessments, systems of accountability, and, in a provision 
of particular relevance to the dissertation, access to strong educators. In this subsection on access 
to strong education, states were required to: 
Describe how low-income and minority children enrolled in schools assisted under Title 
I, Part A are not served at disproportionate rates by ineffective, out-of-field, or 
inexperienced teachers, and the measures the SEA will use to evaluate and publicly report 
the progress of the SEA with respect to such description (ESSA, 2015).  
States were required to submit their ESSA plans in March or September of 2017. As of 
September 2018, the U.S. Department of Education had approved all state’s plans. The ESSA 
plans are publicly available on the U.S. Department of Education website (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2018). For each state, it is possible to access the original version of the plan 
submitted by the state, as well as the final version (used for this analysis) approved by the U.S. 
Department of Education.  
These documents provide a window into state education officials’ understanding of and 
position toward inequities in access to strong teaching in their state. This study analyzes the 




coded the introductory section of the ESSA plan and the sections explicitly focused on access to 
strong educators. I also searched each plan for the phrases educator equity, teacher equity, and 
equity gaps. Where those terms appeared, I also read and coded those sections of the state plan.   
Two years prior to writing their plans under ESSA, state education agencies were 
required to submit to the Department of Education a State Educator Equity plan. The 
requirements for this plan were very similar to the requirements under ESSA; therefore, seven 
states (Missouri, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Ohio, Rhode Island, and Washington) 
explicitly referenced or linked to the 2015 Educator Equity plan in the text of their ESSA plan, in 
a way that signaled that the content of the prior educator equity plan was still relevant. In these 
cases, I analyzed the 2015 Educator Equity plan in addition to the 2017 ESSA plan. 
Data Analysis 
I engaged in a hybrid coding method (Miles & Huberman, 1994) to identify central 
constructs in each state’s plan - constructs that I could later analyze for patterns across the states. 
First, I used an a priori coding scheme (Table 1) based on Rochefort and Cobb’s (1993) anatomy 
of a problem description framework (see Chapter 3). To answer the first research question (How 
do education officials in each state define the problem of the teacher quality gap?), I used codes 
for problem severity, incidence, novelty, proximity, and crisis. For the second part of the first 
research question (How do they describe the population of students most affected by the gap?), I 
used codes for worth, deservedness, familiarity, and threat. To answer the second research 
question (How do education officials in each state frame the causes of the teacher quality gap?), I 
started with a set of codes to capture the types of causes officials named: inadequate 
preparation, insufficient supply, inequitable assignment, and turnover. I also used the codes 




third research question (How do education officials in each state frame possible solutions to 
address the gap?), I started with a set of codes to capture the strategies that officials proposed to 
address the problem: preparation, recruitment, assignment, and retention. I then used the codes 
solution availability, acceptability, and affordability to capture the way education officials in 
each state frame those solutions.  
Additional codes were used for technical matters, such as the name of the state from 
which the plan was submitted, the type of template used by the state, and the date of submission. 
These additional codes allowed me to identify trends across states, such as differences in how 
state officials framed the teacher quality gap depending on when they submitted their plan and 
which template they used. 
Coding an initial subsample. As an initial subsample, I coded 5 state plans (Alabama, 
Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, and Colorado) using my a priori framework. In the tradition of 
qualitative research, I used this subsample to refine the codes to reflect new insights, themes, and 
relationships and allowed additional codes and/or sub-codes to emerge throughout the data 
analysis process (Miles & Huberman, 1994). In this initial stage, I also coded the peer review 
documents the U.S. Department of Education provided to each state after submission of their 
first draft. I found that these documents did not yield any information about how state education 
officials frame the teacher quality gap, as they primarily provided feedback on whether states 
reported the necessary data and met the other minimum requirements set forth by the Department 
of Education. I made the decision to omit them from the final sample of documents. 
This initial coding process was aided by the perspective of a “critical friend.” The term 
“critical friend” invokes a “paradox of sorts – placing in tension the commonly received ideas of 




solitary nature of a dissertation, a critical friend relationship offers a number of advantages. A 
critical friend can “probe for deeper meaning and evidence” (p. 206) and help the researcher “see 
what might otherwise be elusive without the perspective of another person” (p. 207). I met with a 
critical friend who helped me to identify two codes I needed to add to capture themes that had 
emerged from the initial analysis of plans. I added the code equity to reflect a theme that 
emerged in response to the third research question (How do education officials in each state 
frame possible solutions to address the gap?). This code was intended to capture one aspect of 
the relationship between the problem and solution. That is, whether the policies proposed by 
states were ones aimed at improving the overall quality of the educator workforce or were 
targeted at addressing inequities in access to strong teachers for students of color and low-
income students. I also added a code to capture a theme that emerged in response to the third 
research question to capture how state education officials discussed their authority to take action 
to address the teacher quality gap.   
Throughout the initial coding process, I also used the qualitative technique of iteration to 
capture additional causes of and solutions to the teacher quality gap that state education officials 
put forth in the plans. Additional causes included, for example, weak leadership and lack of 
diversity. Additional solutions included, for example, compensation and evaluation. 
Discourse analysts differ in how they choose to “carve up” meaning – that is, how to 
break up a text into units of analysis (Gee, 2011, p. 145). They can choose to focus at the level of 
the word or sentence, or at higher levels, such as interactional turns, paragraphs, or the entire 
conversation or written text. These decisions are made based on the features in the text and what 
we know about the speaker or writer’s possible meanings. The educator equity sections of each 




much like a paragraph, is a “group of lines about one important event, happening, or state of 
affairs at one time and place, or it focuses on a specific character, theme, image, topic or 
perspective” (p. 137). Because “information embraced within a single line of speech is … often 
too small to handle all that the speaker wants to say” (Gee, 2011, p. 137), breaking the texts into 
stanzas allowed for analysis of larger and more contextualized blocks of information.  
Analyzing the full set of plans. In the final phase of data analysis, I looked for emerging 
patterns and themes in response to the three research questions (Miles & Huberman, 1994; 
Strauss & Corbin, 1988). First, I analyzed the coded data using a variety of tables (see Tables 2 – 
7). Some states have no determinations because there was no language in the plan for that code. 
For example, if officials in a state did not frame the teacher quality as either complex or simple, I 
marked it as “n/d” (no determination). These tables allowed me to see how each state framed the 
elements of the framework and begin to identify patterns and trends among the 50 state plans.  
To explore what macro-political factors may explain any systemic variability in the plans, 
I added several data points for each state to the table including census region (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2010a), political ideology (Pew Research Center, 2018), a measure of unemployment as 
a proxy for labor market tightness (U.S. Census Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017), public school 
enrollment (National Center for Education Statistics, 2016), and demographics (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2010c) (see Figure 2). I also added data points to explore several intra-organizational 
factors that could explain differences among the plans, including number of SEA staff (Brown, 
Hess, Lautzenheiser, & Owen, 2011), per-pupil funding levels (National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2015b), and the governance structure of the state’s education system (Zeehandelaar et 
al., 2015). Finally, I noted in the table whether the education officials in the state used the 




I then used these tables to write a series of analytic memos for each of the codes and sub-
codes for each question. Analytic memos are short write-ups in which the researcher records his 
or her thoughts, impressions, and interpretations and are “primarily conceptual in intent” (Miles 
& Huberman, 1994, p. 72). In these memos, I first highlighted which codes were cited most 
frequently by states. But memoing helps the researcher “move easily from empirical data to a 
conceptual level, refining and expanding codes further, developing categories and showing their 
relationships, and building toward a more integrated understanding” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, 
p. 74).  
The process of writing the memo allowed me to explore the logic between the problems, 
root causes, and solutions. For example, the process for writing the memo for the complexity 
code within the second research question (how do education officials in each state frame the 
causes of the teacher quality gap?) allowed me capture a theme beyond just whether states 
framed the teacher quality gap as complex or simple, per my coding framework. I leveraged the 
process to capture the relationship between complexity and local context. That is, many states 
framed the teacher quality gap as being complex because the exact nature of the problem varies 
from district to district and each situation requires its own unique set of solutions. Memoing is 
crucial when using an inductive approach, but is also important when using a preliminary 
framework, as is the case in this study. Without memoing, there would be “little opportunity to 
confront how adequate the original framework is,” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 74) and to 
determine where it needs to be revised and expanded.  
Finally, I used the memoing process to explore possible explanations for the variations 
among the plans using the data points on macro-political and intra-organizational factors. I used 




than half (6) of the 11 states that described the teacher quality gap as a longstanding problem 
also identified it as complex, suggesting that education officials in those states may have avoided 




CHAPTER 5: FINDINGS 
 Findings from the discourse analysis are presented here in a manner consistent with the 
analytic framework. First, I describe what states’ ESSA plans revealed about how state education 
officials define the problem of the teacher quality gap and how they describe the population of 
students most affected by the gap. Next, I focus on the causes of the teacher quality gap named 
by state education officials and how they frame those causes. In the final section, I describe the 
possible solutions state education agency officials describe to address the gap and how they 
frame those solutions. Within each of these sections, I discuss the frequency of each element of 
the framework and examine the relationship between elements. I also explore possible 
explanations for variations across states based on macro-political or environmental factors (such 
as the state’s census region, political ideology, rate of unemployment, public school enrollment, 
and racial demographics) and intra-organizational factors (such as the size of state education 
agency and governance structure of the state’s education system), where appropriate. 
Defining the Problem of the Teacher Quality Gap and the Target Population 
I begin this section by describing how education officials in states frame the nature of the 
teacher quality gap and the population most affected, followed by an exploration of the factors 
that may explain variations among states. 
Nature of the Problem 
In this section, I describe how state education officials define the nature of the problem of 
the teacher quality gap, specifically its severity, incidence, novelty, and proximity, as well 




Delaware, Idaho, Indiana, New Jersey, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, North 
Dakota, Ohio, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Vermont, Wisconsin, and West 
Virginia) used language describing the nature of the teacher quality gap problem. Twenty-five 
states named the problem but did not describe it. Officials in these states were more likely to 
characterize the problem of the teacher quality gap by its severity and novelty than by its 
incidence or proximity (see Table 5).  
Severity. Nine state plans included language that framed the teacher quality gap as a 
serious problem in their states. These states used words like “significant” (Delaware, New 
Jersey, Oklahoma), “noticeable” (Oklahoma), “very large” (Rhode Island), “unacceptable” 
(Montana), and “persistent” (New York) to characterize the size or severity of gaps in access to 
strong teachers for low-income students and students of color (see Figure 3)f. New Jersey’s plan 
said: “Significant gaps remain between economic and race/ethnicity groupings. Acknowledging 
that teacher and leader quality accounts for the greatest in-school impact on student achievement, 
NJDOE is committed to providing students, particularly low-income and minority students, with 
the strongest possible educators” (p. 98).   
Three states (New Hampshire, New York, and North Carolina) also used language that 
explicitly connects the severity of the teacher quality gap with achievement gaps in the state. For 
example, New York’s plan stated:  
As we know, too many schools and students chronically struggle, and subgroup 
achievement gaps persist. We also know that, among school based factors, nothing 
matters more to improving student outcomes than teaching and school leadership. 
Accordingly, the Department is committed to the principle that all students should have 
equitable access to great teachers and school leaders (p. 108).  
Similarly, North Carolina’s plan argued that “it is reasonable to assume that this disparity 




minority students] contribute to the achievement gaps that exist between white and minority 
students in the state” (p. 66) And New Hampshire’s plan alone went so far as to characterize the 
teacher quality gap as perpetuating the cycle of poverty:  
Although New Hampshire has the lowest percentage of school-aged children living in 
poverty in the United States, there are still many areas in our State where poverty, 
language barriers, and lack of resources challenge our families and schools. It is in these 
areas where we find our most vulnerable students; the students who truly need exposure 
to the best teachers possible to achieve academic success and thus break the cycle of 
poverty (p. 57). 
Several states (Idaho, Iowa, North Dakota, Texas, Utah, Vermont, and West Virginia) 
framed the teacher quality gap as being not a particularly serious problem in their state. These 
states characterized the size or severity of differences in access to strong teachers as “small” 
(Idaho), “minimal” (North Dakota), “not large” (Utah), and as being not being a concern across 
all the measures of educator quality (West Virginia). Connecticut’s state plan used language to 
signal only a slight problem: “High poverty, high minority schools in Connecticut are somewhat 
more likely to be taught by inexperienced teachers and led by inexperienced principals than 
students in low-poverty and low-minority schools” (p. 70). 
Three other states (Iowa, Texas, and Vermont) framed the problem as not existing at all. 
For example, Iowa and Vermont’s state plans used the exact same language to state that “low 
income and minority students are currently not being disproportionately served by ineffective, 
out-of-field or inexperienced teachers” (Iowa, p. 72; Vermont, p. 82). Both states used this 
identification of a non-problem to except themselves from focusing on teacher quality gap, 
writing “due to these findings, the Department does not plan to use Title II, Part A funds for 
equitable access to effective teachers” (Iowa, p. 101) and arguing that they “do not need to 




Vermont, p. 84). Texas’ plan also said that the state “did not find gaps” (p. 32) in assignment to 
out-of-field teachers.  
 Incidence. This code is intended to capture how states describe how many students, 
schools, or districts are affected by the teacher quality gap. The ESSA plan templates provided 
by the U.S. Department of Education prompted states to provide dozens of tables showing the 
percentage of low-income students and students of color or the percentage of schools serving 
mostly students of color or low-income students being taught by inexperienced, out-of-field, or 
ineffective teachers. But only four states discussed in narrative form the scope of the problem. In 
three of these cases, the states characterized the problem as widespread. Missouri’s state plan, for 
example, stated: 
Along every student’s education experience, there is reason to believe that virtually all 
students, at some point, learn from less-than-effective teachers. Current Missouri data 
suggest that high-poverty, high-minority and rural students experience less effective 
teachers at a higher rate than do students in more affluent schools (Missouri, 2015, p. 1). 
Similarly, Alaska’s state plan said that “students in many of Alaska’s high needs schools 
and districts do not have the same access to excellent teaching as other students,” (p. 53) and 
Tennessee’s plan uses the word “often” to characterize the frequency at which “students who are 
most behind do not have access to our most effective teachers” (p. 22). 
 Wisconsin’s plan was the exception to the rule. According to the state’s plan, the teacher 
quality gap is contained and does not affect a large portion of the state: “The original data 
analysis that underlies Wisconsin’s equity plan identified nine school districts contributing to the 
state’s equity plan almost in its entirety.” (p. 57). 
Novelty. Eleven state plans (Delaware, Maryland, Massachusetts, Montana, Nevada, 
New York, North Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia) characterized the 




historical data, sometimes from as early as 2005 (when they first submitted educator equity plans 
to the U.S. Department of Education) to demonstrate that state officials have been aware of the 
teacher quality gap for some time. For example, Montana’s plan stated that “in 2005, the 
percentage of secondary students taught by highly qualified teachers was 2.1 percentage points 
higher in low-poverty schools compared to high-poverty schools” (Montana, 2015, p. 14). 
 Only one state, Tennessee, indicated that it faced a new or unprecedented teacher quality 
gap problem. While Tennessee education officials acknowledged that the teacher quality gap is a 
longstanding problem for students of color and low-income students, they wrote that 
“Tennessee’s changing demographics” (p. 248) pose a new and unique challenge. According to 
Tennessee’s plan, the state “has seen a recent influx in students who are English learners and the 
current teacher pipeline does not adequately address this need,” (p. 248) although it was not clear 
whether the plan refers to the racial or linguistic diversity of the workforce, English learner 
certification, or something else.  
Five states used language to discuss the novelty of their efforts to address the gap, rather 
than the gap itself. That is, these states suggested that their efforts to close the teacher quality gap 
are well established. According to Delaware’s plan, the state “has long focused on closing 
educator equity gaps because, we, as a state, believe that the achievement gap will only close for 
our highest need students when all students have equitable access to the most effective and well-
prepared educators” (p. 72). North Carolina and Ohio’s state plans similarly said that “the state 
of North Carolina has a long history of ensuring equitable educational opportunities for all its 
students” (p. 66) and that “Ohio’s efforts to give poor and minority students’ equitable access to 
high-quality educators is not new” (Ohio, 2015, p. 2). However, none of these followed these 




they did not provide more information on their efforts because it was “not required by ESSA 
statute” (p. 72). 
Two states acknowledged that, although the states have taken steps to address the issue, 
they are “still working to ensure that low-income and children of color are not served as 
disproportionate rates by ineffective, out-of-field, and/or inexperienced teachers” (Maryland, p. 
48) and that the “work is not done” (Rhode Island, 2015, p. 1).  
 Proximity. According to Rochefort and Cobb (1993), “to characterize an issue as having 
proximity is to argue that it hits close to home or directly impinges on a person’s interest” (p. 
65). The authors give an example from a New York Times article in which Harvard Professor T. 
Berry Brazelton describes the consequences of not addressing childhood poverty: “We know 
these kids are going to cost us billions in the future. They’re going to be the terrorists of the 
future” (New York Times, 1990c, p. A22). No states addressed the proximity of the problem of 
the teacher quality gap – that is, whether it is personally relevant or affecting the self-interest of 
the audience – in the language used in their plans. Had state officials described, for example, the 
cost to tax payers or the potential societal consequences of not providing equitable access to 
strong teachers, that would have been coded as “proximity.” 
 Crisis. Only two states used language that could be construed as signaling that the 
teacher quality gap is a crisis or emergency. New York’s plan stated that “the Department seeks 
to ensure that all students have equitable access to effective, qualified, and experienced teachers 
and school leaders. Given our persistent subgroup achievement gaps, this goal is one that we 
must achieve with great urgency” (p. 114). Oklahoma’s plan used similar language to denote a 




experienced, and effective. Unfortunately, however, Oklahoma is in a crisis. We have a severe 
teacher shortage and are rapidly losing many of our best teachers” (Oklahoma Appendix, p. 2).  
Characteristics of the Target Population  
The majority of states (30) did not use their plans to characterize the population of 
students most impacted by the teacher quality gap. Among the 21 states that did (Connecticut, 
Kansas, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, 
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, 
South Dakota, Tennessee, Washington, and Wyoming), all were more likely to speak to whether 
students of color and low-income students are deserving of policy change that would increase 
their access to strong teachers than to characterize the target population by its familiarity or 
threat to the general population. Twenty-one states characterized the deservedness of the target 
population; whereas, only three states characterized the target population by its familiarity and 
only seven by its threat (see Table 6). 
Deservedness. Twenty-one state plans included explicit language (other than what was 
already in the Every Student Succeeds Act) about the deservedness of historically underserved 
student groups. In all of these cases, states used language to suggest that students of color and 
students from low-income families are, in fact, deserving of strong educators. For example, 
Kansas’ plan explicitly stated that “Kansas children, regardless of race, income or disability, 
deserve access to a safe and healthy place to learn, rigorous expectations, and excellent education 
in every classroom” (p. 48). New Jersey’s plan said that “all students deserve an appropriately 
certified teacher on day one” (p. 89) and New Mexico’s says that, “without a doubt, New 
Mexico’s students need and deserve the very best educators” (p. 115). And according to 




educators we can provide” (p. 87). Although Rhode Island’s plan does not explicitly name access 
to strong teaching as something that students of color and students from low-income families 
deserve, the plan does connect the ideas that “all students deserve high quality, developmentally-
appropriate, and engaging instruction that prepares them for colleges and careers” and that 
“central to ensuring equitable education and outcomes is ensuring equitable access to excellent 
teachers …” (Rhode Island, 2015, p. 1).  
Two states – Missouri and Montana – went a step further to suggest that students have a 
constitutional or human right to strong teachers. Missouri’s plan, for example, said, “As a student 
progresses through Missouri’s PK-12 public education system, it is their right to learn under the 
direction of effective teachers at every grade level and in every content area” (Missouri, 2015, p. 
1). Similarly, Montana’s plan quoted the state’s constitution that “equality of educational 
opportunity is guaranteed to each person of the state,” (Montana, 2015, p. 5) in the context of the 
issue of teacher equity. 
Familiarity. There were only three instances in which states’ plans included language 
which characterized the target population’s familiarity – whether the target population is similar 
to the general population or part of the “in-group.” In all three cases (Connecticut, South Dakota, 
and Nevada) the states described students of color as being different in some way from the 
general population. For example, according to Connecticut’s state plan: 
The disparities between the racial, ethnic, and linguistic diversity represented in the 
educator workforce compared with the student population can result in a steep learning 
curve for new teachers and possibly, create a disconnection between teachers and their 
students in specific areas (learning styles, cultural norms, expectations about behavior or 
experiences outside the classroom, etc.) These differences may affect the school and 
classroom learning environments. These differences in culture, race, and language may 
create a climate that is less conducive to teaching and learning, less inviting to students 
and families, and more stressful, both for educators and their students (p. 70). 




Teachers and administrators in schools with the highest poverty and highest percentage of 
minority students are faced with challenges, including transiency of the student 
population and a cultural climate that differs significantly from what most South Dakota 
teachers experience as they attend schooling to prepare them for teaching (p. 61).  
Threat. Five state plans (Maryland, Massachusetts, Nevada, Rhode Island, and 
Wyoming) included language that characterized the target population as threatening in some 
way. These states use language to describe schools serving students of color and low-income 
students as being “the most challenging” (Maryland and Nevada), having more severe “behavior 
management issues” (Massachusetts and Rhode Island), having more “socio-emotional issues,” 
(Nevada) and having “high numbers of students with behavioral disorders” (Wyoming), though 
none presented evidence to support these claims. Notably, all of the states that described the 
target population as threatening also described them as deserving of quality educators. 
 Only two states’ plans – New Hampshire’s and Washington’s – included language that 
explicitly countered the message that students of color and low-income students might be, in 
some, threatening. New Hampshire’s plan painted the target population in a sympathetic light, 
stating that “poverty, language barriers, and lack of resources challenge our families and 
schools” and “it is in these areas where we find our most vulnerable students; the students who 
truly need exposure to the best teachers possible to achieve academic success and thus break the 
cycle of poverty” (p. 57). Washington’s plan cited research to counter the deficit orientation 
toward students of color and low-income students, arguing that “teachers who leave high-
poverty, high-minority schools are rejecting the dysfunctional contexts in which they work, 





A Serious Problem for a Deserving Population 
When examining how states couple their characterizations of the problem and the target 
population, a theme emerged: of the nine states that characterized the teacher quality gap as 
severe, most (Delaware, Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Oklahoma, and Rhode Island) 
also described the target population as deserving of access to quality educators. In these six 
states, education officials put forth a narrative that the teacher quality gap is a severe problem in 
their state because children of color and children from low-income families deserve to have 
strong teachers – yet they do not.   
Of the seven states that framed the teacher quality gap as not severe or non-existent in 
their state, six did not use any language to explicitly characterize the target population as 
deserving or undeserving. North Dakota was the notable exception. Education officials in North 
Dakota said that the teacher quality gap was a “minimal” problem, and they used deficit framing 
to suggest that children of color and children from low-income families might not have strong 
teachers because their parents’ lack of education and misplaced priorities leads to high turnover 
among teachers (North Dakota Educator Equity Plan, 2015, p. 14). 
Explaining Variations in Framing of the Problem and Target Population 
What explains these variations in how education officials in states describe the problem 
of the teacher quality gap and population of students most affected? Some of the macro-political 
and intra-organizational factors I examined provide insights (see Tables 7 and 8). First, a state’s 
political ideology may help illuminate why officials in some states attempt to explain away the 
problem of the teacher quality gap. Of the seven states that framed the gap as an insignificant or 




politically “red.” (Iowa and Vermont also described the problem as not severe and even non-
existent, and were considered to be a “battleground” and “blue” state, respectively.)  
Second, most (six of seven) of the states (Idaho, Iowa, North Dakota, Utah, West 
Virginia, and Vermont) that described the teacher quality gap as insignificant or non-existent 
have very small Black populations (less than 4%). Texas was the only state that described the 
problem as insignificant but has a sizeable Black population (12%). This would suggest that 
education officials in these states may not see the teacher quality gap as a significant issue 
because it affect so few students. (However, it’s worth noting that my analyses using the 
incidence code did not capture this trend.) 
The other macro-political and intra-organizational factors I examined do not appear to 
provide other explanations for variations in how states frame the teacher quality gap issue or the 
target population. 
Causes of the Teacher Quality Gap 
 I begin this section by laying out which causes state education officials name as 
contributing to the teacher quality gap, followed by a description of how they frame those causes 
in terms of intentionality and complexity. The section concludes with a description of the factors 
that may explain commonalities and cleavages among states. 
Identifying the Causes 
 State education officials named a variety of causes of the teacher quality gap, including 
assignment of teachers to schools and students, a lack of career pathways, insufficient 
compensation, lack of available data about the teacher quality gap, lack of diversity and/or 
cultural competence in the educator workforce, insufficient funding, geographic isolation, weak 




capacity, insufficient supply, lack of support and professional development, inadequate teacher 
preparation, and poor working conditions (see Table 9). 
State education officials most frequently cited a lack of support/professional development 
(18 states), challenges retaining teachers (17 states), inadequate preparation (17 states), an 
insufficient supply of teachers (16 states), and a lack of leadership capacity (12 states). Several 
states also named data availability (7 states), challenges due to geographic isolation (7 states), 
lack of diversity and cultural competence among educators (6 states), weak induction programs 
(6 states), and poor working conditions (6 states) (see Figure 4). Just one or two states referenced 
assignment policies (Massachusetts and Rhode Island), lack of career pathways (Delaware and 
Massachusetts), and staffing decisions made at the local level (North Carolina).  
Nineteen states (Alabama, Arkansas, California, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Iowa, 
Kentucky, Maryland, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire, Oregon, South Carolina, 
South Dakota, Utah, and Vermont) did not describe any causes of the teacher quality gap in their 
state plans. All of these states submitted their plans using the revised template, which did not 
explicitly ask for a root cause analysis. Of the 32 states that did identify causes of the gap, half 
(16) used the original template and the other half used the revised one.  
Framing the Causes of the Teacher Quality Gap 
In framing the causes of the teacher quality gap, the intentionality of problem was 
markedly missing from most state’s plans. Many states used language in their plans to 
characterize the teacher quality gap as a highly complex problem, and in no states did education 
officials explicitly characterize the teacher quality gap as a simple problem to address (see Table 




Intention. In the five states that did characterize the intentionality of the problem 
(Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, North Carolina, and Washington), all used language to 
characterize the teacher quality gap in rural communities as the natural consequence of being in a 
remote area. Louisiana’s plan said: 
The rates at which low-income and minority students are taught by out-of-field and less 
experienced teachers are attributed to recruitment and retention challenges 
disproportionately faced by school systems and schools that serve high percentages of 
these student populations. Many of these schools are in rural communities, which face 
significant recruitment and retention challenges (p. 84).  
Maryland’s plan attributed the fact that “more unqualified, and possibly ineffective, 
teachers serve in the most challenging classrooms in the state” to, among other things, “extended 
challenges associated with recruiting for rural areas” (p. 64). Similarly, Washington’s plan stated 
that the teacher quality gap is due to the “unique geographic distribution of school districts 
within the state, with the majority of school districts located in rural locations of the state …” 
where it is “more difficult to attract, recruit, and retain teachers, specifically highly qualified 
teachers and in-field teachers” (2015, p. 58).  
One state stood out as an exception. Massachusetts’ state plan used language that framed 
inequitable access to strong teachers as being the result of purposeful actions by school and 
district leaders. Unlike Louisiana, Maryland, North Carolina, and Washington’s state plans, 
which lay responsibility on the educational system rather than the students, but used passive 
voice to describe the problem (e.g., “first year teachers are more likely to be assigned to students 
of color and low-income students”), Massachusetts’ plan often – though not always – used an 
active voice to characterize the intentional behaviors of specific actors or institutions (e.g., 
schools, districts, and educator preparation programs). For example, the plan stated that “schools 




third of districts employed educators who are not licensed for their specific role,” and “educator 
preparation programs must look strategically at the issue of supply and demand.”   
This did not, however, translate to targeted solutions designed to address the teacher 
quality gap in the state. Massachusetts’ plan included strategies to more generally address overall 
teacher quality concerns, such as a new performance assessment in every educator preparation 
program in the state and “overall monitoring” (p. 81) of schools’ and districts’ implementation of 
plans to address inequities in access to strong teaching (see more about state solutions in 
“Framing Possible Solutions to the Teacher Quality Gap” below. 
Complexity. Thirteen states used language in their plans to frame the teacher quality gap 
as a highly complex problem. For example, Delaware’s plan states that “the teaching 
environment includes many complex variables (e.g., demands on scheduling and teacher time, 
autonomy, professional development opportunities) that together can influence student-learning 
gains, student perceptions of support and rigor, and teacher effectiveness” (p. 89). Other states 
referred to addressing the teacher quality gap as a “complicated endeavor” (Maine, Nevada, and 
West Virginia) and a “complex and challenging topic” (Nevada).  
Three states (Rhode Island, Ohio, and North Carolina) explicitly called out that the 
teacher quality gap does not have a single cause. Rhode Island’s plan described it as a problem 
with root causes that are “interrelated” and Ohio’s plan said that “since education is a complex 
social system, stakeholders could not isolate just one single root cause in every case for a 
particular equity gap” (2015, p. 18). Similarly, North Carolina’s plan stated that “the inequitable 
distribution of effective teachers across the state is not caused by a single, isolated distribution 
problem, but rather by a multi-faceted problem involving teacher shortage, recruitment and 




Five other states (Connecticut, Maine, Missouri, Nevada, and West Virginia) suggested 
that the level of complexity of the teacher quality gap would require an equally complex 
response. Maine’s state plan called for an “integrated and coherent approach to human capital 
management” (p. 55). Both Nevada and West Virginia’s plans used similar language, describing 
the need for a “comprehensive, multi-faceted strategic plan” (Nevada, p. 21) and a 
“comprehensive, multi-faceted strategy built on a vision of improving learning outcomes for all 
students” (West Virginia, p. 49). In Missouri’s plan, state leaders argued that “because of the 
multiple causes for inequity in teacher and leader distribution, the solutions must be systemic 
rather than merely treating the symptoms” (p. 1). In one state – Connecticut – state leaders 
characterized the teacher quality gap as one part of a much bigger set of challenges and 
suggested that addressing the problem requires preparing teachers to meet a host of additional 
challenges that students in high-poverty, high-minority settings bring, such as “higher rates of 
homelessness, chronic health issues, student trauma, and chronic absenteeism” (p. 70). 
 Five states (Colorado, Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire, and Tennessee) also framed 
the teacher quality as being complex because the problem is context specific. Specifically, these 
states argued that the reasons for the teacher quality gap vary from district to district within a 
state. For example, Missouri’s plan stated that “the causes of these inequities vary from place to 
place and context to context, with numerous policy, practice, economic, and socio-cultural 
factors at play” (Missouri, 2017, p. 1). In Colorado’s plan, state leaders posited that the “root 
causes of the teacher quality gap are very dependent on geography, teacher pipeline, 
demographics, and resources. Some overarching root causes are identified below, but the extent 
to which these apply in different contexts across Colorado will vary” (p. 102). Tennessee’s plan 




location, local challenges, leadership, and many other factors, we know that a one-size fits all 
root-cause analysis [of the teacher quality gap] is not sufficient” (p. 247). Both Montana and 
New Hampshire suggested that these differences in local context are so significant that each 
situation requires its own unique set of solutions. Montana’s plan said that: 
Equity gaps identified in a rural/remote school may also be a gap found in a city school. 
These gaps may appear similar, however, root causes may be different. Each situation 
may require individualized strategies to effectively close a single equity gap (2015, p. 
18).  
Similarly, New Hampshire’s plan stated that “just because these are statewide equity gaps and 
root causes, every school and district has its own story to tell” (p. 60). No states explicitly 
characterized the teacher quality gap as a simple problem to address.  
Explaining Variations in Framing of Causes 
At first glance, there appears to be a relationship between the political ideology of states 
and the causes education officials in those states named. For example, most (5) of the seven 
states (Delaware, District of Columbia, New Mexico, Rhode Island, and Washington) that named 
low compensation as a cause of the teacher quality gap are politically “blue” states. Similarly, 
most of the states that named a lack of diversity as a reason for the teacher quality gap 
(Connecticut, Illinois, Massachusetts, New York, Rhode Island) are also politically “blue.”  
However, politically “red” states were much more likely to submit their plans using the 
later, revised template issued under Republican President Trump’s administration than the 
original template created under Democratic President Obama’s administration. (Of the 22 “red” 
states, 17 submitted using the revised template and only 5 submitted using the original template.) 
Since the revised template did not require states to conduct a root cause analysis, “red” states 




None of the other macro-political or intra-organizational factors I examined appear to 
explain additional variations in the causes named in state plans or how officials frame the 
complexity and intentionality of the problem.   
Framing Possible Solutions to the Teacher Quality Gap  
 In this section, I describe the strategies identified by state education officials to address 
the teacher quality gap and analyze how officials frame the gap in terms of affordability, 
authority, acceptability, and availability. This section end with an analysis of the equity-focus of 
states’ proposed solutions.  
Identifying the Solutions 
State education officials described many strategies to address the teacher quality gap (see 
Table 11). The most commonly named strategies were to provide more support, including 
induction and professional development (37 states), collect or make available more data about 
teacher quality gaps (36 states), improve teacher preparation (35 states), and recruit high-quality 
teachers (31 states). Many states also described strategies to retain teachers (24 states), 
strengthen school leadership (23 states), increase the diversity and/or cultural competence of the 
teacher workforce (13 states), and improve evaluation systems (12 states).  
Framing the Possible Solutions to the Teacher Quality Gap 
 States varied widely in how they framed the possible solutions to the teacher quality gap. 
In this section, I explore how state education officials frame the affordability, availability, and 
acceptability of the solutions they proposed to the teacher quality gap, as well as their authority 
to address the problem (see Table 12). The section concludes with a description of the equity 




complex were not necessarily the states that also listed the most causes. While Rhode Island, 
which described the teacher quality gap as complex, identified nine categories of causes of the 
teacher quality gap, three other states (Missouri, Montana, and Nevada) did not explicitly name 
any causes despite framing the gap as a complex issue.   
Affordability. State officials in six states (Indiana, Kentucky, New York, North Dakota, 
Oklahoma, and Rhode Island) used language to suggest the state has a wealth of resources to 
devote to addressing the teacher quality gap. For example, education officials in North Dakota 
wrote: 
The state of North Dakota has many resources at its disposal to help implement the State 
Equity Plan. In order to adequately address equity issues statewide, the NDDPI has both 
financial resources as well as human resources to ensure that the strategies outlined in the 
plan are implemented in order to assist schools and districts in ensuring that all students 
have access to excellent educators. The NDDPI has several categories of funding 
available to assist with equity issues statewide (2015, p. 23).  
Although, officials in Oklahoma and Rhode Island also perceived that they don’t have 
sufficient funding to provide professional developmental to teachers. Oklahoma’s plan stated: 
“Since we do not currently have the resources to provide comprehensive professional 
development in-person, we will focus on efforts initially on virtual and regional options” 
(Oklahoma Appendix, p. 22). Similarly, Rhode Island’s plan said that stakeholders in all of the 
state’s engagement sessions around the issue of access to strong teachers shared that “given tight 
budgets and competing priorities, educators, especially school leaders, do not always have access 
to high quality professional learning and supports” (2015, p. 7). 
 States also differed in how they characterized the value of Title II, Part A funding in 
increasing the affordability of solutions to the teacher quality gap. New Hampshire’s plan 




New Hampshire receives the minimum amount allowed in Federal law with respect to 
Title II, Part A allocation, and therefore does not have enough funds to retain at the State 
level for [the purposes of direct initiatives to improve equitable access to effective 
teachers] without impacting LEA allocations (p. 83).  
Kansas and Florida’s plan also noted that the states do not intend to use Title II, Part A funds for 
the purpose of addressing the teacher quality gap, but did not provide a rationale nor specify 
what other funds would be used. Iowa officials also stated that they did not intend to use Title II, 
Part A funds to address the teacher quality gap, which they claim is not a problem in their state. 
This is very different from four other states (Indiana, Kentucky, North Dakota, and New 
York), which characterized Title II, Part A funding as essential to their efforts to address the 
teacher quality gap. North Dakota’s plan listed Title II, Part A funding among several Title 
programs that make possible the state’s initiatives to “address equity issues and ensure that all 
students have access to excellent educators,” (2015, p. 26) and New York’s plan addressed 
affordability by discussing how the state supports district in identifying “new and existing 
resources,” (p. 149) including those available through Title II, Part A funds, to implement 
strategies to address gaps in equitable access to strong teachers. Indiana’s plan similarly stated 
that: 
Title II, Part A is a critical funding stream for reality of this theory of action. Without 
Title II, Part A, neither the SEA nor the state’s LEAs can fund the support structures for 
improving teacher and leader quality that are essential for ensuring equitable access and 
success for all students (p. 67).  
These four states that described Title II, Part A as being essential to affording their plans 
for addressing the teacher quality gap had very similar solution sets. All four states mentioned 
strategies for improving recruitment, retention, leadership, and support. This is not surprising, 
given that the Trump administration was threatening to cut Title II, Part A funding in 2017, while 




funding may have tried to build a strong case in their ESSA for continued investment in that 
funding source. 
Authority. Five states’ plans (Montana, North Carolina, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
and Washington) included explicit language about a lack of authority to address the teacher 
quality gap. In particular, officials in these states expressed that the state’s authority in this area 
is limited because decisions about hiring and placing teachers are made at the district and school 
levels.  For example, North Carolina’s plan stated that: 
Because hiring policies are the purview of the local boards of education, the state has 
limited policy options to address the disproportionate rates of inexperienced teachers in 
schools that serve high populations of minority student and/or economically 
disadvantaged student populations. The state of North Carolina does, however, have 
authority over the preparation of initially licensed teachers. Policies that require educator 
preparation programs to ensure that teacher candidates have clinical experiences in 
schools that serve minority student and economically disadvantaged student populations 
could help increase the effectiveness of beginning teachers (p. 79).  
Similarly, Montana’s plan stated that “the state does not control the hiring and placement 
of teachers in our schools. These decisions are made by locally elected boards of trustees, not the 
state” (2015, p. 26). Both North Dakota’s and South Dakota’s plans included language about 
local control, to explain why the state has limited authority to address gaps in access to strong 
teachers. According to North Dakota’s plan: 
North Dakota is a state that believes in and supports local control. Therefore, the role of 
the NDDPI is to submit a State Equity Plan that provides our schools and districts with 
technical assistance, strategies and ideas to help them implement better plans, and 
policies within their school system that will ultimate ensure all North Dakota students are 
taught by excellent educators. It is not the role of the NDDPI to over regulate or force 
districts to implement certain strategies (2015, p. 2).  
Washington and South Dakota used similar language about local control. Washington’s 
plan described the “strong local control nature of Washington” to explain that “variations of the 




p. 143). South Dakota focused on local control and context, particularly with regard to teacher 
evaluation, to explain why the state can’t assess differences in effectiveness across districts:  
It must be noted that the state continues to recognize that true effectiveness is best 
measured at the local level, in the local context, and supports schools and LEAs in 
implementing a rigorous evaluation process … One hallmark of the [evaluation] system 
is that it trusts and relies on the professional judgment of teachers and administrators at 
the local level to understand what effectiveness means in the context of their school (p. 
48).  
 Nine other states (Alabama, Georgia, Kentucky, Minnesota, Nebraska, New Hampshire, 
Nevada, South Carolina, and Virginia) took a kind of middle ground – they did not use explicit 
language about a lack of authority or the importance of local control, but they did frame their 
primary role as encouraging districts to develop local plans for addressing the teacher quality 
gap. According to Rhode Island’s plan, this is because “equitable access to teachers and leaders 
cannot be achieved through state action alone” (2015, p. 6). These states said that districts would 
submit to the state a plan for ensuring equitable access to experienced, certified, and effective 
educators. Some states used stronger language, suggesting that LEAs would be required to 
submit those plans. For example, Georgia’s plan said that the state would “require all LEAs to 
address these gaps within their consolidated LEA improvement plan” (p. 54) Others used weaker 
language, signaling that the state would encourage or work with districts to develop those plans. 
Kentucky’s plan, which said that districts and schools are “charged with ensuring equitable 
access,” (p. 99) and Alabama’s plan, which said that the state will “work with schools whose 
children are served at disproportionate rated by ineffective, out-of-field, or inexperienced 
teachers using their local cycle of inquiry to develop local equity plans to identify root causes of 
equity gaps and to address disproportionalities,” (p. 39) were examples of this.  
 Three states – California, Florida, and Tennessee – stood out in their characterization of 




but all three made clear in their plans that they saw the state as having the authority to put in 
place top-down policies to tackle gaps in access to strong teaching. Tennessee’s language was 
the most explicit about the state’s authority in this area. The plan stated that: 
The varied root cause of inequity as well as the heterogeneous nature of the size and type 
of equity gaps across the state and within districts prompted an important dialogue 
around the state agency’s role in addressing issues of equitable access … While we know 
that some of the root causes lie in systemic issues outside of education or are issues best 
addressed through district solutions, we also recognize several key levers that the state 
can utilize to call attention to and address inequitable access. Providing the right policy 
context to empower district to make human capital decisions is invaluable, along with the 
critical role that the state can play in providing data transparency through key issues (p. 
246). 
California’s plan described a state policy in which the, in reviewing state’s applications 
for ESSA funds, the SEA will only approve district’s plans that include descriptions of how the 
district will identify and address the teacher quality gap, and, if the district’s response is 
insufficient, the SEA will return the application with suggestions for ways to strengthen the 
district’s approach. Florida took a different tack. The state’s plan referred to a policy in which 
districts are forbidden from assigning to a student two years in a row a classroom teacher who 
receives a performance evaluation rating of “needs improvement” or “unsatisfactory.”  
Acceptability. Only two – Rhode Island and Tennessee – addressed the acceptability to 
the public of policies directly in their plans. Rhode Island’ s plan suggests that state officials 
were concerned about how the public would perceive the state’s definitions of teacher quality 
(e.g., inexperienced, out-of-field, unqualified) and used language to make that definition more 
palatable: 
It is important to note that these definitions are used only to guide analyses and 
identification of patterns and trends; the definitions are not intended to be used to 
negatively label individuals. RIDE recognizes that some inexperienced teachers are 
excellent, just as some veteran teachers would benefit from additional learning and 




State officials went on to explain that because the U.S. Department of Education’s 
definitions of teacher quality were “insufficient to fully capture the values and concerns of the 
education community,” (2015, p. 14) the state added additional definitions to capture inequities 
in assignment to teachers who are less-than-effective and chronically absent.  
Tennessee’s plan, on the other hand, addressed the acceptability of forced placement 
policies as a way to address the teacher quality gap. The plan used explicit language to clarify 
that the state department of education “supports strategies that address the distribution of 
educators across and within schools that apply the right incentives and support structures to 
encourage our best teachers to serves in the areas of greater needs,” but that the department does 
not support “forced placements or transfers,” (p. 249) which teachers and unions would likely 
find unacceptable.  
Availability. State officials in only four states explicitly say that certain describe policy 
solutions are unavailable to address the teacher quality gap. In two of those cases – North Dakota 
and Rhode Island – the plans suggested that better data is in some way a solution to the teacher 
quality gap and included language about a lack of available data. North Dakota’s plan stated that 
the state could not provide exact figures on access to strong teaching due to a “disjoined 
collection process” in which “student poverty data cannot be consistently disaggregated by 
school and cannot be tracked back to teachers” (2015 p. 13). The state acknowledged that the 
lack of data is a problem, stating that: “This is an area the state is well aware of and will be 
working toward addressing for measuring future metrics relating to equity” (2015, p. 13). Rhode 
Island’s plan addressed a similar issue, explaining that “data limitations influenced how the 
Rhode Island Department of Education operationally defined inexperienced, unqualified, and 




 Nevada’s state plan described some policy solutions – particularly supports for educators 
and better facilities – as being unavailable due to inadequate funding in underperforming 
schools. “If available resources at these schools are systematically inadequate, their ability to 
provide educators with instructional and non-instructional supports and maintain attractive 
school facilities will suffer, leading to higher turnover” (2015, p. 36). In Tennessee’s plan, state 
officials discussed the limited availability of policies to address the teacher quality gap in rural 
areas. They wrote: 
While recruiting and retaining effective teachers is challenging across urban, suburban, 
and rural schools; this challenge is heightened for rural communities. Isolation – both 
geographic and professional – as well as lower wages, make recruiting and retaining 
effective teachers more difficult for rural areas (p. 248). 
Equity. I added the code equity to reflect a theme that emerged in response to the third 
research question (How do education officials in each state frame possible solutions to address 
the gap?). This code was intended to capture whether policies proposed by states were ones 
aimed at improving the overall quality of the educator workforce or were targeted at addressing 
inequities in access to strong teachers for students of color and low-income students.  
As described above, states provided a number of types of policy options in their plans to 
tackle the teacher quality gap. They described policies to improve various parts of the teacher 
pipeline: preparation, recruiting and hiring, assignment, and retention and support. States also 
commonly described policies to increase the availability of data to understand the problem and to 
increase the diversity of the teacher workforce. But across the categories of solutions offered up, 
states were consistently more likely to describe policies to address the overall quality of the 
educator workforce, rather than policies targeted specifically at increasing access to strong 
teaching for students of color and students from low-income families. This was particularly true 




school leadership, evaluating teachers, and providing better supports to retain educators already 
in schools. 
 To address the teacher quality gap, fifteen states (Kentucky, Louisiana, Michigan, New 
Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Maine, Ohio, Oklahoma, 
Oregon, Rhode Island, Washington, and West Virginia) described solutions to improve the 
overall quality of teacher preparation programs, rather than the preparation of teachers who 
would teach students of color and students from low-income families. States like Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Michigan, New York, Oklahoma, and West Virginia named strategies to strengthen 
partnerships between the state department of education or districts and teacher preparation 
programs at institutions of higher education. Several states (e.g., Kentucky, New Jersey, New 
Mexico, Oregon, and Rhode Island) proposed strategies to raise the standards in educator 
preparation programs. Other policies to increase the overall quality of preparation of the educator 
workforce included expanding certification areas (Maine), creating more meaningful field 
experiences for pre-service teachers (Ohio and Rhode Island), providing better data on educator 
preparation programs (North Carolina, Ohio), and creating new or alternative pathways to 
certification (North Dakota and Washington).  
 This is in contrast with the approach a smaller number of states (North Carolina, Oregon, 
and Virginia) took, proposing policies targeted at the preparation of educators who would teach 
in schools serving students of color and students from low-income families. Louisiana, for 
example, proposed a teacher preparation accountability system that rewards teacher preparation 
providers for placing residents in rural and high-need schools. North Carolina described the 
importance of setting diversity standards and practices which “speak to teachers’ ability to 




leaders committed to seed funding for the expansion of the university and district partnerships in 
communities where 40 percent or more of the student population are children of color, and 
Virginia committed to continuing partnerships with universities to provide coursework leading to 
an English as a Second Language endorsement “at no cost to identified teacher candidates in 
targeted high-poverty LEAs” (p. 33).  
 States also proposed a number of policies to increase the quality of school leadership, but 
these states differed in whether they proposed policies to improve the overall quality of 
leadership or a more targeted, equity-oriented approaches. Many states (e.g., Kansas, Kentucky, 
Missouri, Montana, New York, North Dakota, Rhode Island, Texas, and West Virginia) 
described general policies like professional development and mentoring programs to strengthen 
the skills of school leaders across the state. Kentucky’s plan, for example, stated that to address 
high teacher turnover – one of the root causes of the teacher quality gap identified by state 
officials – the state would “provide educator career pathway opportunities and improve the 
collaborative culture [of schools] through effective school leadership” (p. 100). A much smaller 
number of states (Maine, Nevada, Oklahoma, and Rhode Island) took a more targeted approach, 
describing or proposing policy solutions to increase the effectiveness of principals leading 
schools serving low-income students and students of color. These states proposed, for example, 
plans to provide professional development, training, mentoring, and resources to “help new and 
existing principals in high-poverty and high-minority settings” (Oklahoma Appendix, p. 374), for 
“principals in high-poverty, isolated-small, and high-risk schools” (Maine, p. 65), and for 
“principal applicants working in high-poverty and high minority schools” (Rhode Island, 2015, 
p. 41). Maine also proposed providing longevity bonuses to retain principals in high-poverty 




school administrator candidates from state-approved programs be placed with effective 
administrators in high-need schools for their field experience. 
 Nearly every state described policies to increase support to educators across the state as 
part of their plan to address the teacher quality gap. Maryland’s plan, for example, described how 
the state would implement “evidence-based strategies,” create “professional learning for all 
school staff,” and ensure the “formation of a state-wide curriculum materials collaborative” (p. 
65). A smaller number of states named solutions that would provide additional or targeted 
support to schools serving students of color and low-income students or schools struggling to 
recruit or retain strong teachers. Rhode Island, for example, described an induction model for 
inexperienced teachers “especially those working in the highest minority and highest poverty 
schools” (2015, p. 44) – though they acknowledged that they no longer have the funds to sustain 
the program. Although their plan lacked specificity, Oklahoma’s state officials acknowledged 
that most professional development opportunities “do not accurately serve the varied needs of 
the Oklahoma teachers and particularly teachers in high-poverty and high-minority settings” (p. 
22). Both New Jersey and Wisconsin’s plans identified a select number of districts to focus their 
efforts: New Jersey’s plan was to “support the 12 LEAs with the greatest number of potentially 
out-of-field teachers” (p. 104) and Wisconsin’s was to provide a “comprehensive approach to 
talent management and resources … particular for the nine low-income, high-minority, and high-
need districts” (p. 58). 
 With regard to other types of policies aimed at addressing the teacher quality gap, states 
were more mixed in their approach. Take teacher pay, for example. A few states named policies 
to increase teacher salaries or incentives, including overall salary increases (e.g., Indiana), 




bonuses to highly effective teachers (e.g., North Dakota), and working toward “regional pay 
parity” (Oklahoma, p. 375). In none of these cases did these states suggest that pay increases 
should be targeted to teachers in certain settings or teachers of certain groups of students. Other 
states took a more targeted approach, suggesting policies proposals to differentiate pay as a way 
to address the teacher quality gap. Maine, for example, proposed seeking funding from the 
legislature to pilot a program to provide financial incentives to teachers in high-poverty schools, 
to “counteract the tendency of experienced educators to move to lower poverty schools” (p. 71). 
Washington state officials similarly said the state will “develop a recommendation” for targeting 
funds from the state’s loan forgiveness and scholarship program to “content areas and 
geographic locations within the state with teacher shortages” (p. 151).  
Another common policy included by states in their plans was performance evaluation 
systems. Nine states (Indiana, Kansas, Massachusetts, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, 
Oklahoma, Rhode Island, and West Virginia) described their evaluation system as tool for 
addressing the teacher equity gap, without naming how the tool would be used to support 
educators in schools serving low-income students and students of color. Indiana’s plan, for 
example, stated that if the Indiana Department of Education “refines existing human capital 
management systems that leverage evaluation and support systems” then “increased educator 
capacity and effectiveness will ensure equitable access to excellent outcomes” (p. 67). Five other 
states (Maine, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Rhode Island, and Utah) had a more targeted 
approach. In Rhode Island’s plan, for example, state officials committed to continuing to provide 
support to principals to use the “evaluation and support process to act as a lever for improving 
teaching and learning” but “prioritizing principal applicants working in high poverty and high 




performance policy, in which the state awards salary bonuses to “highly effective” teachers 
(based in part on student growth) if they “current teach or move to teach in one of the state’s 
highest poverty schools” (p. 44). 
Explaining Variations in Framing of Solutions 
The macro-political and intra-organizational factors I examined help illuminate why there 
are differences in the policies education officials propose to address the teacher quality gap and 
how they frame those policies. Specifically, these factors help explain why only three states – 
California, Florida, and Tennessee – frame the state as having the authority to solve this problem 
while others – Montana, North Carolina, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Washington – 
perceive a lack of state authority. There are a number of possible explanations for why is there so 
much variation in state education officials’ conceptualization of the authority of the state in 
addressing the teacher quality gap. One is the governance structure of states. According to Railey 
(2017), “for education systems, the absence of large coordinating institutions would mean that 
larger goals – such as reducing educational inequities or preparing all students for college or the 
workforce – would remain elusive” (p. 2). Florida has “the most consolidated system of 
education governance” in the country, “with authority overwhelmingly concentrated in the state 
board of education and the state’s few large school districts” (Zeehandelaar & Griffith, 2015, p. 
35), and Tennessee has a similarly consolidated governance structure. Another possible 
explanation is a history of education reform. All three of these states – California, Florida, and 
Tennessee – have had some of the earliest and most comprehensive education reform programs 
in the country (Weiss & McGuinn, 2016). A third explanation is the size of the state education 
agencies. According to Brown, Hess, Lautzenheiser, and Owen (2011), California and Florida, 




have the two largest state education agencies in the country, each with a staff of over 1,000. On 
the other hand, Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakota, which see the state as having a small 
role, all have extremely small state education agencies, with fewer than 200 people. Large state 
education agencies would possibly have more people to work on addressing the teacher quality 
gap, while staff smaller agencies would have less capacity. SEA capacity may also explain, in 
part, why Rhode Island North Dakota are the only states that described a lack of available data to 
help solve the teacher quality gap. Both of these states have some of the smallest state education 
agencies in the country, suggesting that their limited staff capacity might explain, in part, why 
they are unable to provide robust data on gaps in access to quality teachers. 
There are two cases in which plausible explanations do not explain or only partially 
differences in how education officials in states framed the solutions to the teacher quality gap. 
One possible explanation for the variation in the way state leaders frame the affordability of 
strategies to address the teacher quality gap is variation in education budgets across states. 
Theoretically, states with higher education spending would have more money to allocate to 
addressing the teacher quality gap. However, Oklahoma and Rhode Island, which both framed 
the teacher quality gap as unaffordable have relatively high education spending (see Table 8), 
and many of the states that described this issue as affordable have relatively smaller education 
budgets (NCES, 2018). The way state education officials describe the affordability of policies to 
increase access to strong teaching may instead be a reflection of their prioritization of this issue 
among others (Jacoby & Schneider, 2009).  
Second, it may not be surprising that state officials would be concerned about the 
acceptability of a definition of teacher quality that might negatively label teachers, given that the 




the quality of their work in 2015 (Henderson, Peterson, & West, 2016), And given that nearly 
two-third of the public had a neutral or positive opinion of teacher unions in 2015 (Phi Delta 
Kappan, 2017), it may not be surprising that state officials would worry about the acceptability 
of a forced placement policy that runs counter to systems with seniority-based hiring preferences 
that are often supported by unions. What is surprising is that officials in only two states – Rhode 
Island and Tennessee – used language to make these, or other, controversial policies more 
tolerable by the public. This suggests either that state officials were not concerned with how the 






CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 
In this chapter, I summarize and reflect on the findings from the study and discuss 
implications for theory and policy. I also describe the limitations of the study and directions for 
future research. 
Summary of Findings 
Taken together, the findings described in Chapter 5 suggest that education officials in 
many states see the teacher quality gap as a highly complex and longstanding problem but 
without serious consequences or without a clear role for the state.  
A difficult problem to solve. Eighteen states (Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, New York, New Hampshire, North 
Carolina, Ohio, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, West Virginia) framed the 
teacher quality as either highly complex or deeply entrenched in the education system. In six 
states (Delaware, Montana, Nevada, North Carolina, Ohio, and Tennessee), education officials 
described the teacher quality gap as both complex and longstanding, raising questions about 
whether the state has avoided taking action to address the problem because education officials 
perceive it to be too complicated to solve. 
In some of these states, education officials responded to the perceived complexity of the 
problem with an equally complex response in their state plan. That is, they were among the states 
that proposed addressing the teacher quality gap with the greatest variety of strategies. Nevada, 




state plan nine categories of strategies to address the problem. For example, Tennessee, having 
described the teacher quality gap as highly complex, described strategies related to assignment, 
compensation, data availability, diversity and/or cultural competence, recruitment, retention, 
school leadership, induction and ongoing support, and teacher preparation to address the teacher 
quality gap (although, it should be noted, not always in detail and not always with an explicit 
equity focus). Montana and Maine, which also framed the teacher quality gap as a complex 
problem, described seven and eight categories of strategies, respectively.   
However, the other states did not have as complex a response to the teacher quality gap in 
terms of solutions, despite framing it as a complex issue. The most egregious case of this is New 
Hampshire. According to New Hampshire education officials, the teacher quality gap is a 
complex issue because, although there are statewide equity gaps “every school and district has its 
own story to tell” (p. 60). The state’s ESSA plan, therefore, did not include any state strategies 
for addressing the teacher quality gap. Instead, the state deferred entirely to districts to address 
the problem, writing that the state will provide strategies as “resources for local schools and 
districts based on their unique needs” (p. 61).   
Excuses, excuses, excuses. Nearly half of these states that described the teacher quality 
gap as extremely difficult to solve also had reasons – or excuses – for why there weren’t viable 
solutions to the problem (see Figure 5). Six states that described the teacher quality gap as 
complex or longstanding also said the state did not have the authority to address it (Montana and 
North Carolina) or deferred responsibility to districts to solve the problem (Nevada, New 
Hampshire, South Carolina, and Virginia). Others argued that potential solutions were 
unaffordable (New Hampshire), unacceptable to the public (Rhode Island and Tennessee) or 




 Notably, nearly all (seven of nine) of the states that framed their role as encouraging local 
action described one of the solutions of the teacher quality gap to be collecting and providing 
district leaders with access to more or better data on gaps. This is not necessarily surprising, 
given that, as “keepers of state data systems, leaders in state departments of education are 
uniquely positioned to provide district and school leaders – and the public – with transparent 
information on patterns in assignment to strong teachers” (Metz & Socol, 2017, p. 6). These 
states seem to be relying heavily on this role, as they encourage districts to take action to address 
teacher quality gaps. 
A counter narrative. While officials in many states constructed a narrative that the 
teacher quality gap is too complex or ingrained in the education system to take action on, beyond 
providing more data to shine a light on the problem, a few states bucked this trend. Three states – 
California, Florida, and Tennessee – stood out in their descriptions of the state’s strong role in 
addressing the teacher quality gap, and Massachusetts stood out in its characterization of the 
problem as being the result of purposeful actions by school and district leaders. Unlike other 
states which used a passive voice to describe the problem, Massachusetts’ plan often – though 
not always – used an active voice to characterize the intentional behaviors of specific actors or 
institutions.  
Personal Reflections: Interrogating my Findings Against My Lived Experiences  
The finding that there is a great deal of variability in state education agencies’ 
understanding of the teacher quality gap and in their approaches to addressing it isn’t necessarily 
surprising. This was, after all, the intention behind the Every Student Succeeds Act – to give 
states more autonomy and flexibility to make decisions that are right for their unique context. 




 I expected far more than 11 states to frame the teacher quality gap as “severe” or a crisis, 
especially given that these states were responding to a prompt from the federal government that 
established the teacher quality gap as a problem and that states’ answers, at least in theory, were 
tied to large sums of money. I found it somewhat surprising and, frankly, disappointing, that so 
few states said that it’s a problem that schools perpetuate inequality by disproportionately 
assigning inexperienced and ineffective teachers to children of color and children from low-
income families, and that one in five states took great pains to say that this is a small or 
nonexistent problem. 
 Even more upsetting, though not necessarily surprising, was the fact that seven state 
plans included language that framed children of color and children from low-income families as 
strange, threatening, or problematic. For example, Connecticut’s plan attributed the teacher 
quality gap to “differences in culture, race, and language” that “create a climate that is less 
conducive to teaching and learning, less inviting to students and families, and more stressful” (p. 
70). Wyoming’s plan argued that the teacher quality gap is due, in part, to the fact that schools 
serving children color and children from low-income families have “high numbers of students 
with behavioral disorders” and unsupportive parents (p. 43). And a number of states, including 
Maryland where I reside, described children of color and children from low-income families as 
“the most challenging” (Maryland and Nevada), having more “severe behavior management 
issues” (Massachusetts and Rhode Island), and having “socio-emotional issues” (Nevada). I 
struggle personally and professionally with how those of us who want to advance equity can 
address the deeply held deficit orientation and racist beliefs that many people in power have. 
 One finding that did not shock me is that state agencies often proposed general, rather 




working at an education research and advocacy organization, where I often find myself in 
conversations with stakeholders inside and outside the education establishment who identify 
themselves to be “equity-minded” but assume that what’s good for all will be good for students 
of color and students for low-income families. I have learned that sometimes this is because they 
genuinely believe that a “rising tide will lift all boats.” More often, it seems to be because they 
are uncomfortable or unwilling to talk about policies that would specifically benefit historically 
underserved and marginalized communities, especially if it means taking something away from 
others. I was not shocked to see that most state education agencies talked about improving the 
overall preparation, recruitment, and support for teachers as a way to address the teacher quality 
gap, rather than talking about politically difficult policy options like differentiated compensation, 
additional funding for high-need districts and schools, and targeted resources to improve 
working conditions in schools serving students of color and students from low-income families.  
 The finding that raised the most questions for me, and the one that I find myself still 
mulling over, is that states that we typically think of as having strong state control still framed 
themselves as having little authority to address the teacher quality gap. This is both disheartening 
– and also perplexing. I suspect that it has something to do with the nature of the issue. I think, 
even in states where the state government wields a great deal of power over education decision 
making, policymakers still see the teacher quality gap as being a local issue because decisions 
about recruiting, hiring, and supporting educators are made by district and school leaders. I once 
suspected that state policymakers, even in states with a history of state education reform and 
strong state control, do not know what they could do to address the teacher quality gap. I even 
wrote a policy brief about this several years ago (Metz & Socol, 2017). But, especially in light of 




despite showing an understanding of the mechanisms that contribute to the teacher quality gap, I 
am increasingly suspicious that state policymakers do know what role they could play, but frame 
themselves as not having a role or not knowing what that role could be, to avoid having to make 
difficult political choices.  
A shift in thinking. One of the biggest shifts that I experienced from the time I proposed 
these research questions to the time I defended the dissertation was my perspective on the ESSA 
plans as sources of information. I still subscribe to the idea that discourse analysis is a valuable 
approach, and I still believe that political documents can tell us a lot about the perspectives, 
understanding, and motivations of their authors. But I think I was slightly too optimistic about 
the information that would be revealed in this specific set of political documents. For some 
states, their ESSA plans read like the authors were engaging in a compliance exercise. I got the 
feeling that the agency staff that were tasked with completing the plan were trying to do the bare 
minimum to get approval from the U.S. Department of Education. I also wonder if the authors of 
many of these plans suspected that stakeholders would never meaningfully engage with these 
documents, because they are written in a very dry tone with few compelling narrative elements. 
My analytic framework didn’t allow me to code for any of this, but after spending hundreds of 
hours poring over these documents, I can’t help but wonder if these documents are really as 
telling about the way that state education agency officials understand the teacher quality gap as I 
thought they would. On the other hand, in a few states, it felt as though one or a few very 
passionate individuals put a great deal of effort into their plan, and a very strong and clear 
narrative voice came through. This raised questions for me about whether the ESSA plans 
illuminated the state education agency’s framing of the teacher quality gap, or just the 




know how much they are actually able to shape policy and whether their perspectives are shared 
among those with political power. As I expand on below in the limitations section, I am 
extremely curious what could be learned from interviews with the agency employees who crafted 
these plans and those who signed off on them.  
Reflections on the process. In reflecting on the process that led to these findings, I feel 
that some of the analytic decisions I made were wise, while others were ones I might have made 
differently. First and foremost, I am very glad that I chose to code at the stanza level. Originally, 
I made this decision after reading Gee’s (2011) words: “Information embraced within a single 
line of speech is … often too small to handle all that the speaker wants to say” (Gee, 2011, p. 
137). This ended up being a prudent choice; it allowed for analysis of larger and more 
contextualized blocks of information. More importantly, the ability to assign a paragraph 
multiple codes enabled me to draw connections between concepts. Another wise analytic 
decision I made was to code state’s 2015 Educator Equity plans when they were mentioned in a 
way that suggested the information in them was still relevant. If I had skipped over these 
documents, I would have missed out on essential information about how several state’s 
understanding the teacher quality gap, and especially the strategies they plan to use to address it. 
 However, there are a number of decisions I made that I might reconsider, if I were to 
engage in this dissertation again. One of the most significant decisions I made was to analyze 
code occurrence, rather than code frequency. That is, all of my analyses were based on whether a 
code existed at all (e.g., Delaware’s plan mentions school leadership), rather than the number of 
times a code occurred (e.g., I coded Delaware’s plan four times for mentions of school 
leadership). After finishing coding, I looked at several states whose plans had the fewest and 




meaningful information. Often, it seemed the number of times something was mentioned was a 
function of the loquaciousness of the plan’s authors, rather than the state’s commitment to a 
particular idea. Looking back, I have questions about whether this was the appropriate choice. 
On the one hand, I still have doubts that code frequency is a meaningful measure in these state 
plans, but I recognize that by using only code occurrence I lost the ability to distinguish states 
that merely mentioned an idea from those that devoted significant thought and space on the page 
to it.   
 The decision not to code for how state education agencies define a quality teacher or how 
they define the target population is another that I might reconsider. I assumed that because ESSA 
provided these definitions, states would follow the federal government’s lead and define teaching 
quality based on experience and certification and define the target population as low-income 
students and students of color. After coding about half of the plans, I realized that I was unable to 
capture when states went above and beyond. That is, I wasn’t able to capture when state 
education agencies used additional measures, like value-added, in their definitions of teaching 
quality, or used language to frame teaching quality in broader, more holistic terms. Neither was I 
able to capture when states education agencies focused on the teacher quality gap for other 
populations of students, such as English learners, rural students, and Native students. If I were to 
undergo this study again, I would certainly build into my analytic framework a way to capture 
how states define teaching quality and the groups of students on which they focus. 
 Another significant set of decisions I made was in the selection of the macro-
environmental and intra-organizational factors to examine, which included census region, 
political ideology, unemployment as a proxy for labor market tightness, public school 




governance structure of the education system. I selected these factors because they are typically 
related to states’ decisions to adopt a policy (see Berry & Berry, 2018) and because of my own 
hypotheses about what might be associated with differences in how state education agencies 
frame the teacher quality gap. I found patterns with several of these factors, particularly political 
ideology and governance structure. For most other macro-political and intra-organizational, I 
found no patterns. I have to wonder whether that is because these are not, in fact, determinants of 
how state education agencies frame the teacher quality gap, or rather, because I failed to define 
these factors appropriately or omitted critical factors that might have illuminated trends. If I were 
to do this study again, I would select additional factors, such as the types of teacher preparation 
programs and the teacher evaluation programs in the state, which I suspect might be associated 
with how state education agencies understand teacher quality broadly and the teacher quality gap 
more specifically. I would also consider defining the school funding factor differently, using the 
state’s share of school funding or a measure of equity of the state’s funding formula instead of or 
in addition to the more limited per pupil expenditure measure upon which I relied. I suspect there 
are other measures of school funding that more accurately capture both how the state allocates 
money and the state’s orientation toward equity in the funding system. I might also consider 
other ways of capturing the state’s political ideology, including the political party of the 
governor or in the majority of the state legislature. Finally, I would operationalize SEA capacity 
as a relative variable, that is, staffers per person or per student in the state, rather than the total 
number of employees at the SEA, which is a more accurate measure of the capacity of the 






Limitations and Directions for Future Research 
There are a number of limitations of this dissertation that future research should address. 
First, the documents analyzed for this study were responses to two templates created by the U.S. 
Department of Education. While this provided the consistency in format needed to draw 
conclusions across states, it presents a significant limitation. The templates provided likely 
shaped the way that state agency officials discussed the teacher quality gap. It is possible that 
states exaggerated their commitment to addressing the teacher quality gap as part of their 
compliance with the federal government’s requirements or that they left out details that didn’t 
respond to the specific prompts in the template. This seems especially true for the definition of 
the problem and the framing of the target population. Given that the federal government pre-
established that the teacher quality gap is a problem and that students of color and low-income 
students often do not – but should – have equitable access to quality teachers, it is likely that 
education officials in many states were simply mirroring this framing provided by the federal 
government because they thought it is what the officials at the U.S. Department of Education 
wanted to hear.  
Additionally, as I touched on in the reflections section, this study looked only at publicly 
available documents, specifically, documents that state education agencies were required to 
submit to the U.S. Department of Education. Therefore, I only analyzed the stated understanding 
of the teacher quality gap, its causes, and potential solutions, not the understanding of individuals 
within state agencies who may significantly influence policymaking. Future researchers might 
consider examining other types of publicly available documents from state agencies that do not 




agencies to understand their individual perspectives and analyze the similarities or discrepancies 
between the narratives stated publicly and their personal orientations.  
A second limitation of this study is that it focused exclusively on the discourses framing 
the teacher quality gap but not at the policies that were ultimately enacted or implemented at the 
state level. Neither did it examine the relationship between these discourses and the severity of 
the teacher quality gap across states. Future researchers should look at whether specific 
discourses framing the teacher quality gap are associated with specific policies and how the ways 
in which state education agency officials frame the teacher quality gap is related to the severity 
of disparities in access to strong teachers in their state. 
A third limitation is that this study provides insight into the discourses framing the 
teacher quality gap at a single point in time. Future research could apply the framework used in 
this dissertation to understand how state education agencies framed the teacher quality gap in the 
Educator Equity Plans states submitted to the U.S. Department of Education in 2015 or 2006, to 
provide a temporal analysis of how discursive trends have changed over time.  
A fourth limitation is that I did not code the ESSA plans for how states define a quality 
teacher. I made this decision at the outset because the templates provided by the U.S. Department 
of Education pre-established for states that the definition of a quality teacher must include 
effectiveness, in-field certification. However, this meant that I wasn’t able to determine which 
states used, for example, value-added models to define effectiveness and whether there are 
patterns in how states define effectiveness and the way they frame the teacher quality gap. 
Additionally, I did not capture how states defined the target population. Again, I made this 
decision because the templates required states to focus on minority students and low-income 




students with disability (as was the case in Kansas, for example) or English learner status (as was 
the case in Tennessee, for example). Future research could investigate how states definitions of a 
quality educator and the target population of the teacher quality gap differ from each, and from 
the federal government, and whether those variations lead states to propose different strategies. 
A fifth limitation is that I did not analyze the plans for the extent of the report teacher 
quality gap in the state. This was beyond the scope of this dissertation, as each state reported 
numerous data points on the teacher quality and those data points are not consistent across states. 
However, this information would yield valuable information about how states are illustrating the 
problem with statistics. 
A sixth limitation of this research is that I was the sole researcher. This is necessary in the 
to complete a dissertation, but it would be preferable, especially in qualitative analysis, to work 
in collaboration with other researchers. While I relied on two critical friends throughout the 
analytic process, it is possible – if not likely – that I have coded states’ plans and interpreted 
thematic findings in ways that diverge from how others would have. Future research that is not 
conducted within the constraints of the dissertation process should be conducted with a group of 
individuals who could discuss coding disagreements, refine the coding process, and meet 
regularly to discuss emerging findings. 
Finally, and most significantly, it was beyond the scope of this dissertation to connect 
discourses to the actions taken by policy actors. Future research could use this dataset to examine 
not only the relationship between how state education agencies frame the teacher quality gap and 
the policies they ultimately enact, but also their appropriation decisions. I am curious, for 
instance, whether states that said they have little authority to address the teacher quality gap pass 




Despite these limitations, the study has important implications for theory and policy. 
Implications for Theory 
 Findings from this dissertation confirm Rochefort and Cobb’s (1993) framework as a way 
to understand issue framing, in this case, the teacher quality gap. The framework proved useful 
both as a theoretical and analytic framework for understanding how state education officials 
frame the problem of the teacher quality gap and the population most affected by it, the causes of 
the gap, and the solutions. However, some components of the framework were more valuable 
than others for this analytic endeavor. The elements of the framework that allowed me to analyze 
how state education officials frame the nature of the problem, particularly its severity, were 
useful in understanding whether officials in state education agencies see the teacher quality gap 
as significant enough problem to give attention and resources. The problem causation and nature 
of the solution elements of the framework were also especially useful, because they were most 
closely aligned with the U.S. Department of Education’s templates that required states to conduct 
a root cause analysis of the teacher quality gap and describe proposed strategies to address it. On 
the other hand, the elements of the framework related to the target population were more 
difficult to apply to this study. This is not only because the templates did not prompt states to 
discuss the target population. Federal law predetermines the target population for equitable 
access to strong teachers as students of color and students from low-income families. Even if 
state education agency officials believed these groups to be unworthy of access to strong 
teachers, it is unlikely they would say so in their ESSA plans, when the federal government’s 
requirements that “inexperienced, unqualified, or out-of-field teachers do not teach poor and 
minority students at disproportionately higher rates than their peers” (ESSA, 2015) and the 




and resources. Therefore, I felt like I was not able to thoroughly apply that aspect of the 
framework to these set of documents. 
 Findings from this study also build upon Rochefort and Cobb’s framework. The author’s 
original framework included only dimensions for availability, acceptability, and affordability in 
the nature of the solution component. Given that that many states (17) discussed their authority 
to address the teacher quality gap and that there was wide variation in how state education 
officials understand the role of the state in tackling this issue, this study suggests that authority 
may be another important aspect in issue framing. This is certainly true for the teacher quality 
gap issue, but also for other policy issues that actors at multiple levels (e.g., federal, state, local) 
could take action to address. Given the highly fragmented nature of the American education 
system, scholars looking to examine how education issues are framed should seriously consider 
examining how actors frame their authority to address the problem. I also added a code for equity 
to the original framework, to capture whether education officials proposed general solutions to 
improve the overall quality of the educator workforce or targeted solutions to tackle the teacher 
quality gap. This code is also a valuable addition beyond the problem of the teacher quality gap. 
Scholars looking to better understand any education equity issue, or equity issue in other fields, 
should examine whether the solutions proposed by actors are targeted at the inequity or are part 
of a “lift all boats” strategy. 
Implications for Policy 
It was beyond the scope of this study to examine which policies associated with each of 
these discourses were adopted and implemented, but if the language in states’ plans is an 
accurate reflection of the understanding and perspectives of state education officials who have a 




see the teacher quality gap as a highly complex and longstanding problem but one without 
serious consequences and without a clear role for the state.  
Problems that are not viewed as particularly severe or impacting a large number of people 
are unlikely to capture the public’s attention, and more complex causal narratives are often used 
to avoid responding to a problem promptly (Rochefort & Cobb, 1993). Moreover, how a 
situation is framed can determine whether it comes to be seen as a problem that government 
could have a role in addressing (Baumgartner & Jones, 2015), so a problem that policy 
entrepreneurs feel is outside their sphere of influence is unlikely to make it onto their policy 
agenda.  
In this study, I found that most states did not frame the teacher quality gap as severe and 
a few even described it as not existing at all in their context. Many states also described the 
teacher quality gap as a complex issue and no states defined it as a simple problem. I found that 
while some states where education officials perceive the teacher quality gap to be a complex 
issue had an equally complex response and proposed a wide range of strategies, other states did 
not. In fact, some states, like New Hampshire, described the teacher quality gap as a complex 
issue but described no state strategies to address it. Taken together, the findings from this 
dissertation suggest that it may be unlikely that education officials in most states will take action 
to meaningfully address the teacher quality gap.  
This is line with other scholarly perspectives on the impact of the most recent 
authorization of the Elementary and Secondary Act. According to McGuinn (2019), when 
Congress passed ESSA in 2015, there were opposing views on how states would respond to the 




The optimistic view was that states would use their increased authority to enact 
innovative policies that would experiment with different approaches to school 
improvement that were better matched with local conditions and needs. The pessimistic 
view was that states would use their discretion to retreat from the pursuit of greater 
educational equity and struggle to muster the political will or administrative capacity 
necessary to address persistent racial and socio-economic achievement gaps (p. 8). 
Robinson (2018) specifically argued that ESSA would have little impact on the equitable 
distribution of effective teachers, despite the explicit requirement in the law that states ensure 
that low-income students and minority students are not disproportionately taught by 
inexperienced, out-of-field, or ineffective teachers. She posited that even when the Department 
of Education “possessed real power to hold states accountable for compliance under NCLB, it 
paid minimal attention to the requirement that disadvantaged and minority students should not be 
disproportionately taught by unqualified teachers” – and the “ESSA requirement … lacks an 
accountability provision to ensure enforcement” (p. 955). Duff and Wolfstetter’s (2019) study, 
which showed that all state plans were approved, “regardless of whether states heeded federal 
feedback and complied with the law,” (p. 296) certainly supports Robinson’s theory, as do the 
findings from this dissertation.  
State education officials took a range of approaches in discussing the teacher quality gap, 
its causes, and potential solutions – despite responding to one of two possible templates provided 
by the U.S. Department of Education – which suggests that the increased flexibility awarded to 
states under ESSA yielded wide variation across states. This is consistent with other scholars’ 
perspectives on one of the significant impacts of the Every Student Succeeds Act. ESSA “vastly 
expanded state discretion” (Black, 2017, p. 1309), giving states much “greater flexibility in 
meeting the demands of standards-based accountability” (Edgerton, 2019, p. 14). McGuinn 
(2016) hypothesized that this increased flexibility would result in wide variation across states: 




school reform, a wide range of policy approaches, and widely varying levels of effectiveness in 
improving school outcomes across fifty states” (p. 409). More recent studies confirm that this 
has, in fact, been the case. Edgerton (2019) found, for example, that some state education view 
ESSA as requiring the state to be “a much more active partner” to districts by offering support, 
technical assistance, and professional development resources, especially to struggling districts, 
but that “not every SEA seems to have received this message” (p. 17). Another recent study 
provides one of two possible explanations for some states’ laconic responses. Perhaps, as was the 
case under No Child Left Behind, some states were “unable or unwilling to provide expansive 
details in their initial plan.” On the other hand, “the guidance supporting ESSA changed so 
significantly in the first two years,” some states may have been unclear of the Department’s 
expectations and objectives (Duff & Wolfstetter, 2019, p. 305). Certainly, the evidence from this 
study, that half of the states that used the revised template described causes of the teacher quality 
gap while the other half did not include a single cause, supports this claim. 
Conclusion 
 In this country, children of color and children from low-income families are less likely to 
be assigned to a high-quality teacher. The findings from this dissertation suggest that education 
agencies in many states understand this problem, known as the teacher quality gap, to be a highly 
complex and longstanding problem, but without serious consequences and without a clear role 
for the state. This study also provides some early indications that many states, especially 
politically conservative ones, took advantage of the changes made by the Trump administration 
to the required template to avoid exploring the root causes of the teacher quality gap in their state 




that ESSA gave to states, these findings raise doubts about whether education officials in most 
states will take action to meaningfully address the teacher quality gap.  





Excerpt from U.S. Department of Education Template for the Consolidated State Plan Under the 
Every Student Succeeds Act 
Section 5: Supporting Excellent Educators 
5.1  Educator Development, Retention, and Advancement. 
  
Instructions: Consistent with sections 2101 and 2102 of the ESEA, if an SEA intends to use funds 
under one or more of the included programs for any of the following purposes, provide a 
description with the necessary information. 
  
A. Certification and Licensure Systems.  Does the SEA intend to use Title II, Part A funds 
or funds from other included programs for certifying and licensing teachers and 
principals or other school leaders? 
☐ Yes.  If yes, provide a description of the systems for certification and licensure below. 
☐ No. 
 Click here to enter text. 
 
B. Educator Preparation Program Strategies.   Does the SEA intend to use Title II, Part 
A funds or funds from other included programs to support the State’s strategies to 
improve educator preparation programs consistent with section 2101(d)(2)(M) of the 
ESEA, particularly for educators of low-income and minority students? 
☐ Yes. If yes, provide a description of the strategies to improve educator preparation 
programs below.  
☐ No. 
 Click here to enter text. 
 
C. Educator Growth and Development Systems.  Does the SEA intend to use Title II, Part 
A funds or funds from other included programs to support the State's systems of 
professional growth and improvement for educators that addresses: 1) induction; 2) 
development, consistent with the definition of professional development in section 
8002(42) of the ESEA; 3) compensation; and 4) advancement for teachers, principals, 
and other school leaders.  This may also include how the SEA will work with LEAs in 
the State to develop or implement systems of professional growth and improvement, 
consistent with section 2102(b)(2)(B) of the ESEA; or State or local educator evaluation 
and support systems consistent with section 2101(c)(4)(B)(ii) of the ESEA? 
  ☐ Yes. If yes, provide a description of the educator growth and development systems 
below.  
☐ No. 
Click here to enter text. 
 





Instructions: Consistent with sections 2101 and 2102 of the ESEA, provide a description with the 
necessary information. 
 
A. Resources to Support State-level Strategies.  Describe how the SEA will use Title II, 
Part A funds and funds from other included programs, consistent with allowable uses of 
funds provided under those programs, to support State-level strategies designed to: 
i. Increase student achievement consistent with the challenging State academic 
standards; 
ii. Improve the quality and effectiveness of teachers, principals, and other school 
leaders;  
iii. Increase the number of teachers, principals, and other school leaders who are 
effective in improving student academic achievement in schools; and 
iv. Provide low-income and minority students greater access to effective teachers, 
principals, and other school leaders consistent with the educator equity provisions 
in 34 C.F.R. § 299.18(c).  
Click here to enter text. 
 
B. Skills to Address Specific Learning Needs.  Describe how the SEA will improve the 
skills of teachers, principals, or other school leaders in identifying students with specific 
learning needs and providing instruction based on the needs of such students, consistent 
with section 2101(d)(2)(J) of the ESEA.   
Click here to enter text. 
 
5.3  Educator Equity. 
 
A. Definitions.  Provide the SEA’s different definitions, using distinct criteria, for the 
following key terms: 
Key Term Statewide Definition (or Statewide Guidelines)  
Ineffective teacher*  
Out-of-field teacher*+  
Inexperienced teacher*+  
Low-income student  
Minority student  
*Definitions of these terms must provide useful information about educator equity. 
+Definitions of these terms must be consistent with the definitions that a State uses under 34 
C.F.R. § 200.37. 
 
Other Key Terms 
(optional) 
Statewide Definition  




Click here to enter text.  
 
B. Rates and Differences in Rates.  In Appendix B, calculate and provide the statewide 
rates at which low-income and minority students enrolled in schools receiving funds 
under Title I, Part A are taught by ineffective, out-of-field, and inexperienced teachers 
compared to non-low-income and non-minority students enrolled in schools not receiving 
funds under Title I, Part A using the definitions provided in section 5.3.A.  The SEA must 
calculate the statewide rates using student-level data. 
 
C. Public Reporting.  Provide the Web address or URL of, or a direct link to, where the 
SEA will publish and annually update, consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 299.18(c)(4):  
i. The rates and differences in rates calculated in 5.3.B;  
ii. The percentage of teachers categorized in each LEA at each effectiveness level 
established as part of the definition of “ineffective teacher,” consistent with 
applicable State privacy policies;  
iii. The percentage of teachers categorized as out-of-field teachers consistent with 34 
C.F.R. § 200.37; and 
iv. The percentage of teachers categorized as inexperienced teachers consistent with 
34 C.F.R. § 200.37.  
Click here to enter text. 
 
D. Likely Causes of Most Significant Differences.  If there is one or more difference in 
rates in 5.3.B, describe the likely causes (e.g., teacher shortages, working conditions, 
school leadership, compensation, or other causes), which may vary across districts or 
schools, of the most significant statewide differences in rates in 5.3.B.  The description 
must include whether those differences in rates reflect gaps between districts, within 
districts, and within schools.  
Click here to enter text. 
 
E. Identification of Strategies.  If there is one or more difference in rates in 5.3.B, provide 
the SEA’s strategies, including timelines and Federal or non-Federal funding sources, 
that are: 
i. Designed to address the likely causes of the most significant differences identified 
in 5.3.D and 
ii. Prioritized to address the most significant differences in the rates provided in 
5.3.B, including by prioritizing strategies to support any schools identified for 
comprehensive or targeted support and improvement under 34 C.F.R. § 200.19 
that are contributing to those differences in rates. 
 
Likely Causes of Most Significant 
Differences in Rates 
Strategies  
(Including Timeline and Funding 
Sources) 








F. Timelines and Interim Targets.  If there is one or more difference in rates in 5.3.B, 
describe the SEA’s timelines and interim targets for eliminating all differences in rates.  
 
Difference in Rates Date by which 
differences in rates will 
be eliminated  
Interim targets, including 
date by which target will 
be reached 
<Add rows as 
necessary> 
  
   
   





Excerpt from U.S. Department of Education Revised Template for the Consolidated State Plan 
Under the Every Student Succeeds Act 
 
Disproportionate Rates of Access to Educators (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B)): Describe how 
low-income and minority children enrolled in schools assisted under Title I, Part A are not 
served at disproportionate rates by ineffective, out-of-field, or inexperienced teachers, and the 
measures the SEA will use to evaluate and publicly report the progress of the SEA with respect 




1 Consistent with ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B), this description should not be construed as requiring a State to develop or 






































Conceptual and Analytic Framework 
Code Sub-code Definition 
Nature of the Problem 
Severity Severe A serious problem or problem having 
serious consequences 
Not severe An insignificant problem or problem 
having minimal consequences 
Incidence Widespread A problem affecting a large number of 
people or having a devastating impact on 
just a few people 
Not widespread A problem affecting only a few people 
Novelty Unprecedented A new problem and/or problem requiring 
unprecedented solutions 
Familiar A longstanding problem and/or problem 
requiring familiar solutions 
Proximity Relevant A problem that affects the self-interest of 
the audience 
Not relevant A problem that does not affect the self-
interest of the audience 
Crisis Crisis A situation for which action is long 
overdue and dire circumstances exist 
Non-crisis A situation for which action is not 
immediately needed or is not a priority 
Characteristics of the Target Population 
Deservedness  Deserving A group that is worthy or deserving of 
assistance in solving the problem they face 
Undeserving A group that is not worthy or deserving of 
assistance in solving the problem they face 
and/or culpable in some way for the 
problem 
Familiarity Familiar  Individuals that are part of the “in-group”  
Strange Individuals that are outsiders in some way 




Threat Sympathetic  A group that is likeable to the audience 
Threatening  A group that is not likeable or is 
threatening to the audience 
 
Code Sub-code Definition 
Problem Causation  
Intention Intended A problem brought about by purposeful 
actions 
Accidental A problem brought about by accident, 
sometimes by nature or fate 
Complexity Simple A problem with only a few factors 
Complex problem can also be defined simply, as 
having only a few factors, which signifies 
that the “problem definer is ready for 
immediate action” (Rochefort & Cobb, 
1993, p. 64). Alternatively, more complex 
causal narratives may be used to avoid 
responding to the problem promptly 
 
Code Sub-code Definition 
Nature of the Solution  
Availability Available Solutions exist to solve the problem 
Nonexistent Solutions do not exist to solve the problem 
Acceptability Acceptable Solutions conform to the dominant group’s 
norms of behavior 
Objectionable Solutions do not conform to the dominant 
group’s norms of behavior 
Affordability Affordable There are sufficient resources to pay for the 
proposed solutions 
Unaffordable There are insufficient resources to pay for 
the proposed solutions 
Authority Authorized State education officials have the authority 




Unauthorized State education officials do not have the 
authority to address the teacher quality gap 
Equity Targeted Proposed solution(s) target inequities in 
access to strong teaching for low-income 
students and students of color 
 General Proposed solution(s) aimed at improving 








Requirements in Section on Equitable Access to Strong Teachers in Original Template 
Requirement Description 
Definitions Define terms such as ineffective teacher, out-of-field teacher, inexperienced 
teacher, low-income students, and minority student 
Data analysis Calculate and provide data on teacher quality gaps (e.g., statewide rates at 
which low-income students and minority students in Title I schools are 
taught by ineffective, out-of-field, and inexperienced teachers compared to 
non-low-income and non-minority students enrolled in schools not 
receiving Title I funds) 
Public 
reporting 
Provide link to publicly available data on access to strong teachers 
Root cause 
analysis 
Describe the likely causes of the teacher quality gap 
Strategies Provide strategies with timelines, interim targets, and funding sources for 









Status of ESSA Consolidated State Plans 
 










Alabama Revised 10/12/17  4/17/18 
Alaska Revised 9/18/17  5/3/18 
Arizona Revised 5/9/17  9/6/17 
Arkansas Revised 9/18/17  1/16/18 
California Revised 9/18/17  7/11/18 
Colorado Original 5/9/17  4/16/18 
Connecticut Original 4/21/17  8/15/17 
Delaware Original 4/3/17  8/2/17 
District of Columbia Revised 5/2/17  8/28/17 
Florida Revised 9/20/17  9/24/18 
Georgia Revised 9/18/17  1/19/18 
Hawaii Original 9/21/17  1/19/18 
Idaho Revised 9/18/17  3/28/18 
Illinois Original 5/2/17  8/28/17 
Indiana Original 9/18/17  1/19/18 
Iowa Revised 9/18/17  5/3/18 
Kansas Revised 9/21/17  1/18/17 
Kentucky Revised 9/24/17  4/11/18 
Louisiana Revised 5/3/17  8/15/17 
Maine Original 5/4/17  8/31/17 
Maryland Revised 9/18/17  1/16/18 
Massachusetts Original 5/10/17  9/21/17 




Minnesota Revised 9/18/17  1/10/18 
Mississippi  Original 9/18/17  3/28/18 
Missouri Revised 9/18/17  1/16/18 
Montana Revised 9/18/17  1/19/18 
Nebraska Original 9/22/17  5/23/18 
Nevada Original 4/12/17  8/9/17 
New Hampshire Revised 9/25/17  1/19/18 
New Jersey Original 5/3/17  8/9/17 
New Mexico Original 4/11/17  8/9/17 
New York Revised 9/18/17  1/16/18 
North Carolina Revised 9/18/17  5/29/18 
North Dakota Original 5/5/17  9/1/17 
Ohio Revised 9/18/17  1/16/18 
Oklahoma Revised 9/18/17  6/20/18 
Oregon Revised 5/3/17  8/28/17 
Pennsylvania Original 9/18/17  1/16/18 
Rhode Island Revised 9/18/17  3/29/18 
South Carolina Revised 10/13/17  5/2/18 
South Dakota Revised 9/18/17  1/16/18 
Tennessee Original 5/3/17  8/28/17 
Texas Revised 9/18/17  7/27/18 
Utah Revised 9/18/17  6/4/18 
Vermont Revised 5/3/17  8/31/17 
Virginia Revised 9/26/17  9/28/18 
Washington Revised 9/18/17  1/16/18 
West Virginia Revised 9/21/17  1/10/18 
Wisconsin Revised 9/18/17  1/16/18 





List of Documents Analyzed 
State Documents Analyzed 
Alabama ESSA Plan 
Peer Review Notes 
Alaska ESSA Plan 
Peer Review Notes 
Arizona ESSA Plan 
Peer Review Notes 
Arkansas ESSA Plan 
Peer Review Notes 
California ESSA Plan 
Colorado ESSA Plan 
Peer Review Notes 
Connecticut ESSA Plan 
Delaware ESSA Plan 
District of Columbia ESSA Plan 
Florida ESSA Plan 
Georgia ESSA Plan 
Hawaii ESSA Plan 
Idaho ESSA Plan 
Illinois ESSA Plan 
Indiana ESSA Plan 
Iowa ESSA Plan 
Kansas ESSA Plan 
Kentucky ESSA Plan 
Louisiana ESSA Plan 
Maine ESSA Plan 
Maryland ESSA Plan 
Massachusetts ESSA Plan 
Michigan ESSA Plan 
Minnesota ESSA Plan 
Mississippi ESSA Plan 
Missouri ESSA Plan 
2015 Educator Equity Plan 
Montana ESSA Plan 
2015 Educator Equity Plan 
Nebraska ESSA Plan 
Nevada ESSA Plan 
2015 Educator Equity Plan 
New Hampshire ESSA Plan 
New Jersey ESSA Plan 
New Mexico ESSA Plan 
New York ESSA Plan 
North Carolina ESSA Plan 
North Dakota ESSA Plan 
2015 Educator Equity Plan 
Ohio ESSA Plan 
2015 Educator Equity Plan 
Oklahoma ESSA Plan 
Oregon ESSA Plan 




Rhode Island ESSA Plan 
2015 Educator Equity Plan 
South Carolina ESSA Plan 
South Dakota ESSA Plan 
Tennessee ESSA Plan 
Texas ESSA Plan 
Utah ESSA Plan 
Vermont ESSA Plan 
Virginia ESSA Plan 
Washington ESSA Plan 
2015 Educator Equity Plan 
West Virginia ESSA Plan 
Wisconsin ESSA Plan 
Wyoming ESSA Plan 







Framing of Nature of the Problem by State 
State  Severity Incidence Novelty Proximity Crisis 
Alabama  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Alaska  N/D Widespread N/D N/D N/D 
Arizona  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Arkansas  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
California  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Colorado  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Connecticut  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Delaware  Severe  Familiar   
District of 
Columbia 
 N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Florida  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Georgia  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Hawaii  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Idaho  Not severe     
Illinois  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Indiana  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Iowa  Not severe 
and non-
existent 
N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Kansas  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Kentucky  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Louisiana  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Maine  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Maryland  N/D N/D Familiar N/D N/D 
Massachusetts  N/D N/D Familiar N/D N/D 
Michigan  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Minnesota  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Mississippi   N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Missouri  N/D Widespread N/D N/D N/D 
Montana  Severe N/D Familiar N/D N/D 
Nebraska  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Nevada  N/D N/D Familiar N/D N/D 
New 
Hampshire 
 Severe N/D N/D N/D N/D 
New Jersey  Severe N/D N/D N/D N/D 
New Mexico  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
New York  Severe N/D Familiar N/D Crisis 
North Carolina  Severe N/D Familiar N/D N/D 
North Dakota  Not severe N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Ohio  N/D N/D Familiar N/D N/D 




Oregon  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Pennsylvania  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Rhode Island  Severe N/D N/D N/D N/D 
South Carolina  N/D N/D Familiar N/D N/D 
South Dakota  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Tennessee  N/D Widespread Familiar2 N/D N/D 
Texas  Not severe 
and non-
existent 
N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Utah  Not severe N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Vermont  Not severe 
and non-
existent 
N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Virginia  N/D N/D Familiar N/D N/D 
Washington  N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D 
West Virginia  Not severe N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Wisconsin  N/D Limited N/D N/D N/D 




2 Tennessee’s plan described a new teacher quality gap for English learners, but it is not clear the plan refers to the 





Framing of Target Population by State 
State Deservedness Familiarity Threat 
Alabama N/D N/D N/D 
Alaska N/D N/D N/D 
Arizona N/D N/D N/D 
Arkansas N/D N/D N/D 
California N/D N/D N/D 
Colorado N/D N/D N/D 
Connecticut Deserving Unfamiliar N/D 
Delaware N/D N/D N/D 
District of Columbia N/D N/D N/D 
Florida N/D N/D N/D 
Georgia N/D N/D N/D 
Hawaii N/D N/D N/D 
Idaho N/D N/D N/D 
Illinois N/D N/D N/D 
Indiana N/D N/D N/D 
Iowa N/D N/D N/D 
Kansas Deserving N/D N/D 
Kentucky N/D N/D N/D 
Louisiana N/D N/D N/D 
Maine Deserving N/D N/D 
Maryland Deserving N/D Threatening 
Massachusetts Deserving N/D Threatening 
Michigan N/D N/D N/D 




Mississippi  Deserving N/D N/D 
Missouri Deserving N/D N/D 
Montana Deserving N/D N/D 
Nebraska N/D N/D N/D 
Nevada Deserving Unfamiliar Threatening 
New Hampshire Deserving N/D Sympathetic 
New Jersey Deserving N/D N/D 
New Mexico Deserving N/D N/D 
New York Deserving N/D N/D 
North Carolina N/D N/D N/D 
North Dakota Deserving N/D N/D 
Ohio N/D N/D N/D 
Oklahoma Deserving N/D N/D 
Oregon N/D N/D N/D 
Pennsylvania N/D N/D N/D 
Rhode Island Deserving N/D Threatening 
South Carolina N/D N/D N/D 
South Dakota Deserving Unfamiliar N/D 
Tennessee Deserving N/D N/D 
Texas N/D N/D N/D 
Utah N/D N/D N/D 
Vermont N/D N/D N/D 
Virginia N/D N/D N/D 
Washington Deserving N/D Sympathetic 
West Virginia N/D N/D N/D 
Wisconsin N/D N/D N/D 





























Alaska Pacific Red 6.9 132,737 3.4% 5.5% 






California Pacific Blue 5.5 6,309,138 6.7% 37.6% 























Hawaii Pacific Blue 3 181,550 1.7% 8.9% 
























































































New Mexico Mountain Blue 6.6 336,263 2.4% 46.3% 






































































Washington Pacific Blue 5.3 1,101,711 3.8% 11.2% 
















Intra-organizational Factors by State 




Alabama 888 10,009 Distributed 
Alaska 634 20,808 Distributed 
Arizona 481 8,530 Distributed 
Arkansas 366 10,888 Distributed 
California 1200 11,043 Distributed 
Colorado 369 10,611 Consolidated 
Connecticut 325 19,982 Distributed 
Delaware 222 15,370 Consolidated 
District of Columbia  27,500 Consolidated 
Florida 1128 9,779 Consolidated 
Georgia 537 10,318 Distributed 
Hawaii 215 13,326 Consolidated 
Idaho 128 7,277 Consolidated 
Illinois 487 14,687 Distributed 
Indiana 239 10,584 Distributed 
Iowa 225 12,481 Distributed 
Kansas 251 12,310 Consolidated 
Kentucky 315 10,581 Distributed 
Louisiana 650 12,072 Consolidated 
Maine 139 13,982 Distributed 
Maryland 548 15,760 Consolidated 
Massachusetts 500 16,859 Distributed 
Michigan 460 11,835 Consolidated 
Minnesota 400 13,115 Distributed 
Mississippi   8,843 Consolidated 
Missouri 251 11,293 Distributed 
Montana 161 11,930 Distributed 
Nebraska 215 13,196 Distributed 
Nevada 100 9,021 Consolidated 
New Hampshire 284 15,293 Distributed 
New Jersey  19,852 Distributed 
New Mexico 245 10,979 Distributed 
New York 519 21,213 Consolidated 
North Carolina 779 8,652 Consolidated 









Ohio 582 12,671 Distributed 
Oklahoma 300 9,085 Distributed 
Oregon 268 11,032 Consolidated 
Pennsylvania 493 15,324 Consolidated 
Rhode Island 133 15,999 Consolidated 
South Carolina  11,235 Consolidated 
South Dakota 135 10,370 Consolidated 
Tennessee 695 9,456 Consolidated 
Texas  10,318 Consolidated 
Utah 328 7,815 Consolidated 
Vermont 158 18,852 Distributed 
Virginia 265 11,894 Consolidated 
Washington 400 12,102 Distributed 
West Virginia 675 12,512 Consolidated 
Wisconsin 437 12,381 Distributed 




































































































































































































Alabama                                 
Alaska               X     X   X       
Arizona               X     X X X X X   
Arkansas                                 
California                                 
Colorado                 X   X X X X     
Connecticut           X           X X   X   
Delaware   X X           X X   X     X   
DC     X X               X X X X   
Florida                                 
Georgia                                 
Hawaii               X     X   X       
Idaho                                 
Illinois           X X       X   X       
Indiana                       X X X X X 
Iowa                                 
Kansas     X         X     X     X X   
Kentucky                                 
Louisiana     X         X     X   X       
Maine                       X         




Massachusetts X         X       X X       X   
Michigan                           X   X 
Minnesota                                 
Mississippi                    X X           
Missouri                                 
Montana                                 
Nebraska       X                 X X X   
Nevada                 X X X     X X   
New 
Hampshire 
                                
New Jersey       X             X   X       
New Mexico     X           X     X   X     
New York           X           X     X   
North 
Carolina 
        X         X X   X       
North Dakota                   X X   X       
Ohio       X           X       X X X 
Oklahoma                         X X   X 
Oregon                                 
Pennsylvania       X   X X           X X X   
Rhode Island X X X     X     X X       X X X 
South 
Carolina 
                                
South Dakota                                 
Tennessee               X       X   X X   
Texas                   X X X   X X   
Utah                                 




Virginia       X       X   X X   X       
Washington     X             X X     X X   
West Virginia       X         X X X X   X     
Wisconsin             X             X X X 
Wyoming                                 








Framing of Problem Causation by State 
State Intention Complexity 
Alabama N/D N/D 
Alaska N/D N/D 
Arizona N/D N/D 
Arkansas N/D N/D 
California N/D N/D 
Colorado N/D Complex 
Connecticut N/D Complex 
Delaware N/D Complex 
District of Columbia N/D N/D 
Florida N/D N/D 
Georgia N/D N/D 
Hawaii N/D N/D 
Idaho N/D N/D 
Illinois N/D N/D 
Indiana N/D N/D 
Iowa N/D N/D 
Kansas N/D N/D 
Kentucky N/D N/D 
Louisiana Accidental N/D 
Maine N/D Complex 
Maryland Accidental N/D 
Massachusetts Accidental and intentional N/D 
Michigan N/D N/D 




Mississippi  N/D N/D 
Missouri N/D Complex 
Montana N/D Complex 
Nebraska N/D  
Nevada N/D Complex 
New Hampshire N/D Complex 
New Jersey N/D N/D 
New Mexico N/D N/D 
New York N/D N/D 
North Carolina Accidental Complex 
North Dakota N/D N/D 
Ohio N/D Complex 
Oklahoma N/D N/D 
Oregon N/D N/D 
Pennsylvania N/D N/D 
Rhode Island N/D Complex 
South Carolina N/D N/D 
South Dakota N/D N/D 
Tennessee N/D Complex 
Texas N/D N/D 
Utah N/D N/D 
Vermont N/D N/D 
Virginia N/D N/D 
Washington Accidental N/D 
West Virginia N/D Complex 
Wisconsin N/D N/D 






















































































































































Alabama           X   X X X 
Alaska     X     X X   X X 
Arizona         X X X   X   
Arkansas                 X   
California                     
Colorado             X X X X 
Connecticut       X   X   X X X 
Delaware     X         X X   
DC   X X     X   X X X 
Florida               X X   
Georgia     X               
Hawaii           X     X X 
Idaho                     
Illinois   X       X X X   X 
Indiana X X     X X X X X X 
Iowa                     
Kansas   X X   X     X X X 
Kentucky     X     X X X X X 
Louisiana     X       X     X 
Maine   X X   X X X X X X 




Massachusetts     X X X       X X 
Michigan     X     X X   X X 
Minnesota   X X X           X 
Mississippi      X X   X X   X X 
Missouri     X X   X   X X X 
Montana   X X     X X X X X 
Nebraska     X   X           
Nevada X X X   X X X X X X 
New 
Hampshire 
                    
New Jersey     X   X X X   X X 
New Mexico   X X     X X X X X 
New York     X X   X X X X X 
North 
Carolina 
X   X           X X 
North Dakota   X X     X X X X X 
Ohio     X     X     X X 
Oklahoma X X X   X X X X X X 
Oregon     X X   X X   X X 
Pennsylvania     X X   X   X X X 
Rhode Island   X X X X X X X X X 
South 
Carolina 
    X               
South Dakota     X X           X 
Tennessee X X X X   X X X X X 
Texas         X X X X X X 
Utah   X X       X       




Virginia     X X   X       X 
Washington   X X X   X     X X 
West Virginia     X   X     X X X 
Wisconsin     X     X X   X   
Wyoming   X X     X     X   







Framing of Nature of the Solution by State 
State Affordability Authority Acceptability Availability 
Alabama N/D Encourage local 
action 
N/D N/D 
Alaska N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Arizona N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Arkansas N/D N/D N/D N/D 
California N/D Authorized N/D N/D 
Colorado N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Connecticut N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Delaware N/D N/D N/D N/D 
District of 
Columbia 
N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Florida Will not use 
Title II 
Authorized N/D N/D 
Georgia N/D Encourage local 
action 
N/D N/D 
Hawaii N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Idaho N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Illinois N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Indiana Affordable N/D N/D N/D 
Iowa Will not use 
Title II 
N/D N/D N/D 
Kansas Will not use 
Title II 
N/D N/D N/D 
Kentucky Affordable Encourage local 
action 
N/D N/D 
Louisiana N/D N/D N/D N/D 




Maryland N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Massachusetts N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Michigan N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Minnesota N/D Encourage local 
action 
N/D N/D 
Mississippi  N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Missouri N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Montana N/D Unauthorized N/D N/D 
Nebraska N/D Encourage local 
action 
N/D N/D 
Nevada N/D Encourage local 
action 
N/D Unavailable 
New Hampshire Unaffordable Encourage local 
action 
N/D N/D 
New Jersey N/D N/D N/D N/D 
New Mexico N/D N/D N/D N/D 
New York Affordable N/D N/D N/D 
North Carolina N/D Unauthorized N/D N/D 
North Dakota Affordable Unauthorized N/D Unavailable 
Ohio N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Oklahoma Affordable and 
unaffordable 
N/D N/D N/D 
Oregon N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Pennsylvania N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Rhode Island Affordable and 
unaffordable  
N/D Unacceptable Unavailable 
South Carolina N/D Encourage local 
action 
N/D N/D 
South Dakota N/D Unauthorized N/D N/D 




Texas N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Utah N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Vermont N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Virginia N/D Encourage local 
action 
N/D N/D 
Washington N/D Unauthorized N/D N/D 
West Virginia N/D N/D N/D N/D 
Wisconsin N/D N/D N/D N/D 
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